Introduction

The Safford District Resource Management Plan/
Environmental impact State ment was prepared by an
interdisciplinary team of resource specialists from the
Gila Resource Area, the San Simon Resource Area,
and District Resources Staff. Writing the Resource
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement
began in September 1988 following a process begin-
ning in 1987 that included a series of public scoping
meetings, interagency coordination and the preparation
of the management situation analyses. Coordination
and consultation efforts have continued throughout the
planning  process.

Scoping and Public
Participation

The District invited public participation throughout the
development of this Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement. The following list
summarizes the actions taken.

September 1987 Mailout and news release advising
public of intent to develop a plan and Environmental
Impact Statement and to invite them into the process.
September 1987 Notice of Intent to Prepare the
Saff ord District Resource
Management Plan published in
Federal Register.

Oct. 27 Nov. 5, 1987 Public scoping meetings held in
Safford, Willcox, Bishee, Tucson,
Winkelman and Mesa, Arizona.

January 21, 1988 Scoping meeting with Arizona

Game and Fish Dept.

February 12,1988  Safford District Grazing Board

briefing.

March 11, 1988 Safford District Advisory Council

briefing.

April 1, 1988 Draft issues and concerns sent

to public for review.

November 1988 Final issues and concerns sent

to public.

December 1989 Draft Resource Management

Plan/Environmental Impact

Statement sent to public for

comment.

February 1990 Public meetings held in Safford,

Bisbee, Tucson and Winkelman.
September 1990 Safford District Advisory Council
to review comment letters and
responses.
December 1990 Safford District Grazing Board
meeting.

In addition, BLM specialists have met with interested
parties in the field and other locations. Consultations
with Arizona Game and Fish Department, Arizona
State Land Department, Forest Service and Soil
Conservation Service to coordinate data collection,
planned actions and to exchange information have
taken place on a routine basis.

List of Agencies,
Organizations and Persons
to whom copies of this docu-
ment have been sent

Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of Agriculture
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
Department of Defense
US. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Air Force
Department of Energy
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District,
Arizona
Bureau of Land Management, Las Cruces District,
New Mexico
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish and Wildlife Service (Ecological Services)
Geological ~ Survey
National Park Service
Department of  Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Environmental ~ Protection  Agency

Arizona State Agencies

Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture

Arizona Department of Health Services

Arizona Department of Library, Archives and Public
Records
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Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources
Arizona Department of Transportation

Arizona Game and Fish Department

Arizona Natural Heritage Program

Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development

Arizona Oil and Gas Commission

Arizona  Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission

Arizona State Clearinghouse

Arizona State Historic Preservation Off ice
Arizona State Land Commissioner

Arizona State Parks Board

Arizona State University

Arizona Water Resources Department
Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology
Governor of Arizona

Governors Commission on Arizona Environment
Mineral Resource Department

Northern  Arizona  University

University of Arizona

New Mexico State Agencies

New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer

Local Agencies

City of Benson

City of Bishee

City of Clifton

City of Douglas

City of Duncan

City of Morenci

City of Safford

City of Sierra Vista

City of Tombstone

City of Wilicox

City of Winkelman

Cochise County Board of Supervisors

Cochise County Planning and Zoning Department
Gila County Board of Supervisors

Gila County Planning and Zoning Department
Graham County Board of Supervisors

Graham County Planning and Zoning Department
Greenlee County Board of Supervisors

Greenlee County Planning and Zoning Department
Pinal County Board of Supervisors

Pinal County Planning and Zoning Department
Southeast  Arizona  Governments — Organization

Indian Tribes and Councils

Ak-Chin  (Maricopa) Papago

Gila River Pima Tribal Council

San Carlos Apache Tribal Council

Salt River Pima Tribal Council

Tohono O'odham (Papago) Tribal Council

White  Mountain Apache Tribal Council
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Other Organizations

Abel's Guiding and Outfitting

Alamo Ranch Company

American  Motorcyclist  Association

American  Rivers

Aravaipa Homeowners  Association

Arizona  Archaeological Council

Arizona  Cattlegrowers  Association

Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society

Arizona Desert Racing Association

Arizona Mining Association

Arizona Native Plant Society

Arizona Riparian Council

Arizona Small Miners and Prospectors Association

Arizona Trail Riders

Arizona  Whitewater  Expeditions

Arizona Wildlife Federation

ASARCO, Inc.

Bat Conservation international

Bella Vista Ranches, Ltd.

Bishee Women's Action Group

Bob’s Bargain Barn

BP Minerals America

Cochise-Graham  County  Cattlegrowers  Association

Columbia Gas and Development Corporation

Cyprus  Minerals Company

Defenders of Wildlife

Earth First!

El Paso Natural Gas Company

Friends of Arizona’s Rivers

Gila River Tours

Graham County Electric Cooperative

Greater Arizona Bicycling Association

Greenlee County Cattlegrowers Association

Homestake Mining  Company

Huachuca Audubon Society

Huachuca Hiking Club

J&J Cattle Company

Kennecott  Exploration

Kerr-McGee  Corporation

Magma Copper Company

Maricopa Audubon  Society

McDonald Cattle  Company

Missouri Department of Conservation

Muleshoe Ranch

Museum of Natural History, Univ. of II.
Urbana-Champaign

National Audubon Society

National Off-Road Bicycle Association

National Parks and Conservation Association

National Public Lands Task Force

National Wildlife Federation

Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County

Natural Resource Defense Council

Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association



Northern  Arizona  Audubon

Oak Ranch

Pacific Western Land Company

Phelps Dodge Corporation

Pima Trails

Preserve America’'s Wolves

Public Service Company of New Mexico

Reevis Mountain School of Self Reliance

San Manual Arizona Railroad Company

Sierra Club

Sierra  Cycles

Sierra Ready Mix

Sonoran  Resources

Southern  Arizona Hiking Club

Southwest Gas Company

Southwestern Research Station (American Museum of
Natural History)

Sulphur  Springs Valley Electric

Tenneco Arizona Property Corporation

The Amerind Foundation

The Desert Tortoise Council

The Nature Conservancy

The Wilderness Society

True Oil Company

Tucson  4-Wheelers

Tucson Audubon  Society

Tucson Electric  Power Company

Tucson Rod and Gun Club

Valley Telephone Cooperative, inc.

Whole Earth Adventures, Inc.

Wick Broadcasting, Inc.

X-X  Partnership

ZR Hereford Ranch

Yuma Audubon Society

Elected Representatives

Federal

Representative Jim  Kolbe
Representative Jon Kyl
Representative  John  Rhodes
Representative Bob  Stump
Representative Morris K. Udall
Senator Dennis DeConcini
Senator John McCain

State

Representative Bart Baker
Representative Bill English
Representative  Reuben  Ortega
Representative  Mike  Palmer
Senator Gus Arzburger

List of Preparers

Al Alvarez, Realty Specialist, Gila Resource Area —
has worked for BLM for 14 years and has a B.S.
degree in Animal Science from the University of
Arizona. Al was responsible for the Fire Manage-
ment portion of the Draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and for the
Lands and Realty portion of the Final Resource
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact ~ Statement.

A

Bammann, Wildiife Biologist, Gila Resource Area -
has worked as a Raptor Research Biologist for BLM
for six years, Wildlife Biologist for nine years. Al has
B.S. and MS. degrees in Wildlife Biology from
Humboldt State University. He is a member of the
core team and developed the wildlife, riparian and
Area of Critical Environmental Concern portions

of the Resource Management Plan for the Gila
Resource  Area.

William Brandau, Supervisory Range Conservationist,
Gila Resource Area —- has worked for BLM 13 1/2
years. He received a B.S. degree in Recreation and
Parks and an MS. degree in Range Management
from Texas A & M University. Bill served on the
core team.

Jerrold Coolidge, Assistant Team Leader, District
Manager's Staff == has been with BLM 19 years.
He has both a B.S. and M.S. in Botany from the
University of Idaho. He wrote the Resource Man-
agement  Plan/Environmental impact Statement and
assisted in the direction of the planning team.

Olga Diaz, Editorial Clerk, Division of Administration ——
has 13 years experience with BLM. She attended
Eastern Arizona College for three years and one
year at the University of Arizona. Olga was respon-
sible for word processing and editing.

Diane Drobka, Natural Resource Specialist, Gila
Resource Area — has worked for BLM for nine
years and for the Forest Service for one year.
Diane has a B.S. in Wildlife Ecology from the
University of Arizona. She provided many of the
illustrations and photography for the document and
was responsible for input for portions of the text for
wildlife habitat in the Gila Resource Area.

James Gacey, Wildlife Biologist, San Simon Resource
Area has 12 years experience with the Forest
Service and over four years with BLM. Jim has a
B.A., Biological Science degree from Northwest
Nazarene College and an M.S. degree in Zoology
from Arizona State University. He developed the
wildiife portion of the Resource Management Plan
for the San Simon Resource Area. 179



Darlene Haegele, Realty Specialist, San Simon
Resource Area — has 11 years experience with
BLM, four of which have been as a Realty Special-
ist. Darlene attended the University of Utah. She
prepared the lands and realty portions of the
Resource Management Plan for the San Simon
Resource  Area.

John Herron, Archaeologist, San Simon Resource
Area =— has four years experience with BLM and
worked at the Museum of Northern Arizona for two
years. John has B.A. degree in Archaeology from
the University of Arizona. He developed the archae-
ology and paleontology parts of the draft plan for the
San Simon Resource Area.

Larry Humphrey, Natural Resource Specialist, San
Simon Resource Area — has worked three years
for Soil Conservation Service and 17 years for BLM.
Larry has a B.S. degree in Animal Science from the
University of Arizona. He served on the core team
and developed the soils, watershed and vegetation
parts of the Resource Management Plan/Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

Steve Knox, Team Leader, Division of Resource
Management == has worked for BLM for 14 years.
Steve has a B.S. degree in Watershed Management
from the University of Arizona. He directed develop-
ment of the Resource Management Plan.

Roland Loomis, Mining Engineer, Division of Resource
Management — has worked for BLM for 13 years.
He received a B.S. in Engineering from the U.S.
Coast Guard Academy and from the University of
Arizona. Ron provided geological and minerals
input to the draft.

Kathy McQuestion, Archaeologist, San Simon Re-
source Area — has five and a half years experience
as an archaeologist with BLM. Kathy has a B.A.
degree from the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse
in Anthropology. She has done graduate work in
Archaeology at Eastern New Mexico University and
the University of Utah. Kathy developed the archae-
ology and paleontology sections of the draft plan for
the San Simon Resource Area.

Kenneth Mahoney, Outdoor Recreation Planner, Gila
Resource Area — has worked 11 years for BLM.
Ken has a B.S. degree in Leisure Studies from the
University of Utah. He prepared the recreation,
visual resources, wilderness and wild and scenic
rivers portions of the draft plan for the Gila Resource
Area.
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Randy Massey, Realty Specialist, Gila Resource Area
— has worked for BLM for a total of 14 1/2 years,
11 1/2 as a range conservationist and three years
as a realty specialist. Randy attended Brigham
Young University, graduating with a B.S. degree in
Range Science. He developed the lands and realty
portions of the draft plan for the Gila Resource Area.

Greg Merchant, GIS Specialist, Division of Administra-
tion -has worked for over six years for BLM as a
range technician and as a computer (GIS) techni-
cian. Greg attended the University of Nevada-Las
Vegas, Northeast Nevada Community College and
Eastern Arizona College. He provided GIS support
for the entire plan.

Delbert Molitor, Hydrologist, Division of Resource
Management —has worked seven years for the
Forest and Range Experimental Station in Boise,
Idaho and 12 years for BLM. Del has a B.S. degree
in Hydrology from Utah State University. He
provided hydrologic and air quality input for the
water resources, watershed and air quality portions
of the plan.

Robert Pascoe, District Engineer, Division of Opera-
tions == has worked for BLM for over five years and
has had four years experience in private industry in
mining operations. Bob has a B.S. degree in Mining
Engineering from the University of Arizona. He
provided input to the minerals portions of the draft
plan.

Sandra Phillips, Legal Clerk, Division of Resource
Management — has worked for BLM for 12 years.
Sandy received an AAS degree in Office Services
from Eastern Arizona College. She was responsible
for word processing and editing.

Elaine Rowley, Accounting Technician, Division of
Administration - has 19 years experience with
BLM. Elaine was awarded an AA degree in General
Education from Eastern Arizona College. She also
attended Northern Arizona University and Arizona
State University. Elaine was responsible for word
processing and editing.

Darrell Sanders, Archaeologist, Gila Resource Area =
has five years experience with BLM and two years
with the Forest Service. Darrell was awarded a B.A.
degree in Anthropology from California State
University at Chico and has completed the class-
room requirements for an M.A. in Anthropology from
the same university. He also attended Medocino
Community College and the University of Nevada-
Las Vegas. He developed the archaeological and
paleontological portions of the plan.



Tom Schnell, Outdoor Recreation Planner, San Simon
Resource Area — has worked for BLM for three
years. Tom received a B.S. degree in Resource
Management from University of Wisconsin-Stevens
Point. He provided recreation, visual resources,
wild and scenic rivers and wilderness input to the
document for the San Simon Resource Area.

Deb Smith, Outdoor Recreation Planner, Gila
Resource Area -— has worked for BLM for five
years. Received a B.S. degree in Recreation
Administration from the University of Idaho. She
provided recreation, visual resources, wild and
scenic rivers and wilderness input for the Gila
Resource  Area.

Larry Thrasher, Geologist, Division of Resources —
has worked for BLM for four years. Larry received a
B.S. degree in Geology from the University of
Maryland and an MS. degree in Geology from the
University of North Dakota. He provided geological,
minerals and energy input.

Pete Zwaneveld, Outdoor Recreation Planner, San
Simon Resource Area — has worked for the
National Park Service and nearly 12 years for BLM.
Pete has a B.S. degree in Outdoor Recreation from
Utah State University. He developed the recreation,
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, wilder-
ness, wild and scenic rivers and visual resources
portions for the San Simon Resource Area.

Saff ord District Off ice Assistance

John  Augsberger, Wildlife Biologist

Ray Brady, District Manager

Meg Jensen, Gila Resource Area Manager

Gay Kinkade, Archaeologist

Lynn Saline, San Simon Resource Area Manager
Tom Terry, Realty Specialist

Arizona State Off ice Assistance

Bob Archibald, Realty Specialist

Beverly Ashbrook, Cartographic Technician

Sue Richardson, Wilderness

Eugene Dahlem, Wildlife Biologist

Mike Fisher, Fire Management Officer

Jim Renthal, Hydrologist

Steve Meszaros, Cartographic  Technician

Keith Pearson, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Alan Rabinoff, Geologist

George Ramey, Range Conservationist

Sue Richardson, Wilderness

Gary Stumpf, Archaeologist

Larry Taddia, Supervisory Cartographic Technician
Bruce Talbot, Outdoor Recreation Planner

Public Comments and
Responses

Public comments were received from the following
individuals, organizations, agencies or companies.
They are displayed in two formats, the first being in the
order of receipt and the second in an alpha-numeric
arrangement.

Public Comment Register

The following is a list of the public comment letters in
the order of receipt. *Denotes a response was made
to letter.

*1. Bailey, Rex

*9  State Historic Preservation Officer
3. Southern Arizona Guides and Ouftfitters

Association

*4. Bureau of Mines

*5. Holladay, Bobbie

*6. Serafine, Ellen and John Brumage
7. Klump, Wayne D.

8. Lazaroff, Cheryl S.

*g. Aravaipa Property Owners Association

*10. Owens, Rex

¢ 11 Notestine, Jim

*42. Preserve Arizona’'s Wolves

13. Tucson Rod and Gun Club

*44. San Carlos Apache Tribe

¢ i Escott, Carol

16. Tetreault, Rheal

17. Curry, L.B.

18. Stevenson, Mark

19. Cabin, Sue Wallace

*20. Patrick, Vernon W.

¢ . Martin, Ronald P.

22. lser, Jerry

23. Newton, Lola T.

24. Zinsli, Gabriel

25. Frye, Harry D.

26. Huston, Jack V.

27. Drown, Julie

28. Carter, Frances C.

29. Coleman, Kristen

30. Necker, Wiliam C.

31. Stevenson, Dorothy

32. Creeden, Sharon

33. Zaukas, Helen

34. Ritch, June K.

35. Schramm, Marian

36. Tilsch, John W.

37. Juhasz, Andrew J.

38. Fritz, William D.

39. Calder, Dr. William A.
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40.
41,
42.
43.

44,

45.
46.
‘47
48.
49

50.

‘51

*52.
33.
54,
55.
56.

57.
. Triplett, DeWayne

59.

60.

“61.

62.
*63.
*64.

65

*66.

68,
69.

70.

71.

72.

73.
*74.
75.
*76.
7.

78.
79

*80.

81.
82

*83.
84.
85.

*86.
87.

*89.

90.

*91.
92.

*93.
94.

95.

*96.
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Pelech, Walter and Dorothy
McCauley, William J.
Schwab, Robert G.
Furniss, W. Todd

Pfaff, Kenneth

Foster, Milton P.

Ackerman, T.R.

San Carlos Apache Tribe
Ayers, Daniel D.

Partin, Margery and Marvin
Klump, Wayne

The Nature Conservancy New Mexico
The Warne Company
Hayward, Bruce J.

Kuihen, Helen S.

Dow, Jane

Lund, Robert E.
McMurray, William J.

Bowie Chamber of Commerce
Buchshaum, Robert

Alder, Rodney

Ferguson, Ray

Knostman, R.W.

Wolf, Jack

Kole, Marion

Notestine, Jim

Miller, Dorothy and Jack

Schanz, Mary C.

Safford District Grazing Advisory Board
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Lambrechtse, Rudi

Janis, June and Harry

Shafer, Winifred J.

Swanson, John R.

National ~ Speleological ~Society
National Museum of Natural History
Poulos, Bonnie

Foster, Catherine L.

uhl, Louise S. and John H.

Mayercek, Daniel R.

Petition signed by 21 people

Fischer, Dan

Arizona Earth First

Hollender, Tom

Siwek, Erwin

Sidner, Ronnie

Pamperin, John

Denver Wildlife Research Center
Pima Trails Association

Sidner, Ronnie

GSA Resources, Inc.

Taylor, Thomas J.

California Department of Health Services
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Hoffmeister, Donald F.

Pima Trails Association

*q7. Geldmacher, Don and Bev
*G8. Werner, Frances W.
99. Fish and Wildlife Service
*100. Fish and Wildlife Service
101. Gasser, Margaret E.
*102. Van Gasse, Jerry
*403. Whole Earth Adventures
104. Gila River Tours
® 1 05 Davis, Russell
106. Arizona Trail Riders
107. Straley, P.E.
108. Bell, L. Stephen
109. Vetault, Sarah C. and Robert E.
*110. d'Orgeix, Alva
*{ 11. Phelps Dodge Mining, Inc.
*112. American Rivers
*{43. The Desert Tortoise Council
114. Petition signed by 7 people
115. McDonald, Pratima
*116. Meyer, Francie and Walter
*117. Bagnara, Joseph T.
*118. Indiana Bat/Gray Bat Recovery Team
*119. Rodda, Gordon
*120. Bureau of Reclamation
121. Graham County Board of Supervisors
122. Petition signed by 21 people
123. San Carlos Apache Tribe
¢ |2 Huachuca Audubon Society
*125. Cox, Kenneth D. Sr.
126. Cochise-Graham Cattle Growers Association
*127. Pamperin, John
128. Wuerthner, George
*129. Maricopa Audubon Society
*130. DeNormandie, Phillip Y.
*131. Rolls, Judi
*132. Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc.
133. Bat Conservation International, Inc.
134. Atlee, William S.
® 135. Bishee Women’'s Action Group
136. Pressel, Douglas
137. Frey, Don
138. Fish, Cathe’
139. Burgess, Jeff
140. Ciaramitaro, Mr. and Mrs. Joseph
® 141 . Heiser, Noel
*142. Pokorny, Martin
*143. Beckel, Bettina
*144. Schell, Amy E.
*145. Daily, Kathy
¢ |46 Friends of Arizona Rivers
*147. Fischer, Dan
® 148. Pamperin, John
® 149, Hage, Mary Jean
® 150. Flood, Timothy J.
151. Platts, Geoffry
® 152, San Carlos Apache Tribe
*153. Coronado National Forest



1154,

*155.
*156.

157,

158.

159.
160.

*161.
*162.
*163.
*164.
*165.
*166.
*167.

1 166.
1 169.
1 170.

*71.

1172.

*173.
*174.

175.

Fonseca, Julia

Williams, Steven M.

Sierra Club

Los Angeles Natural History Museum
Levick, Lainie

Walsh, Jim

Kagan, Randy S.

Adams, Larry D. and Frances Werner
Environmental  Protection  Agency
The Arizona Native Plant Society
Menges, Jeff

Leupke, John and Norma Tapia
Arizona  Cattlegrowers ~ Association
Tucson Rod and Gun Club

Brown, Matthew R.

Williams, Caryl Mary

Woodin, Elizabeth T.

El Paso Natural Gas Company

The Arizona Nature Conservancy
The Wildlife Society

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Wells, Linda K.

This second list is alpha-numeric.

46.

*161.
*61.

1112,

9.
11 66.

70.

94.
*132.
*83.
*174.

106.
134.

48

if)
133.

108.

1135.
59.
1 166.
60.

'
*120.

139.
19.
39.

*93.

28.
140.

*126.

*117.

Ackerman, T.R.
Adams, Larry D. and Frances Werner

Alder, Rodney

American  Rivers

Aravaipa Property Owners Assocociation
Arizona  Cattlegrowers  Association

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc.
Arizona Earth First

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Arizona Trail Riders

Atlee, William S.

Ayers, Daniel D.

Bagnara, Joseph T.

Bailey, Rex

Bat Conservation
Bell, L. Stephen
Bishee Women's Action Group

Bowie Chamber of Commerce

Brown, Matthew R.

Buchsbaum,  Robert

Bureau of Mines

Bureau of Reclamation

Burgess, Jeff

Cabin, Sue Wallace

Calder, Dr. William A.

California Department of Health Services
Carter, Frances C.

Ciaramitaro, Mr. and Mrs. Joseph
Cochise-Graham  Cattle  Growers

International, Inc.

Association

29

*53,
*125,

32.
17

" 15
*105.
*130.
88.
*110.
55.

21

71,
*162.
5.

62

*147.
82.
*100.
99.
138.
0 150,

0 15
78.

45,

137.

0 14

38.
25.

43.
U

101.

*97.

104.
121.

014

53.
‘141.

95.
*5.
84.
*124.

26

*118.

72.

37.

160.
50.

*63,

65.

54.

71,

0 165

158.

Coleman, Kristen
Coronado  National
Cox, Kenneth D. Sr.
Creeden, Sharon
Curry, L.B.

Daily, Kathy
Davis, Russell
DeNormandie, Phillip Y.

Denver Wildlife Research Center
d'Orgeix, Alva

Dow, Jane

Drown, Julie

El Paso Natural Gas Company
Environmental  Protection  Agency
Escott, Carol

Ferguson, Ray

Fischer, Dan

Fischer, Dan

Fish and Wildlife Service

Fish and Wildlife Service

Fish, Cathe'

Flood, Timothy J.

Fonseca, Julia

Foster, Catherine L.

Foster, Milton P.

Frey, Don

Friends of Arizona Rivers

Fritz, William D.

Frye, Harry D.

Furniss, W. Todd

GSA Resources, inc.

Gasser, Margaret E.

Geldmacher, Don and Bev

Gila River Tours

Graham County Board of Supervisors
Hage, Mary Jean

Hayward, Bruce J.

Heiser, Noel

Hoff meister, Donald F.

Holladay, Bobbie
Hollender, Tom
Huachuca Audubon
Huston, Jack V.
Indiana Bat/Gray Bat Recovery Team
Iser, Jerry

Janis, June and Harry

Juhasz, Andrew J.

Kagan, Randy S.

Klump, Wayne

Klump, Wayne D.

Knostman, R.W.

Kole, Marion

Kuihen, Helen S.

Lambrechtse, Rudi

Lazaroff, Cheryl S.

Leupke, John and Norma Tapia
Levick, Lainie

Forest

Society
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157. Los Angeles Natural History Museum

56. Lund, Robert E.
*129. Maricopa Audubon Society
*21. Martin, Ronald P.
*80. Mayercek, Daniel R.
41, McCauley, William J.
115. McDonald, Pratima
57. McMurray, William J.
*164. Menges, Jeff
*116. Meyer, Francie and Walter
67. Miller, Dorothy and Jack

*76. National Museum of Natural History

75. National Speleological Society
30. Necker, William C.
23. Newton, Lola T.
*11. Notestine, Jim
‘66. Notestine, Jim
*10. Owens, Rex
*127. Pamperin, John
*148. Pamperin, John
87. Pamperin, John
49. Partin, Margery and Marvin
‘20. Patrick, Vernon W.
40. Pelech, Walter and Dorothy
122. Petition signed by 21 people
81. Petition signed by 21 people
114. Petition signed by 7 people
44, Pfaff, Kenneth
*1 11. Phelps Dodge Mining, Inc.
*89. Pima Trails Association
‘96. Pima Trails Association
151. Platts, Geoffry
*142. Pokorny, Martin
77. Poulos, Bonnie
‘12. Preserve Arizona’'s Wolves
136. Pressel, Douglas
34. Ritch, June K.
*119. Rodda, Gordon
*131. Rolls, Judi

69. Safford District Grazing Advisory Board

123. San Carlos Apache Tribe
‘14. San Carlos Apache Tribe
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*152.

-
—

*68.
*144,
35.
42.
*6.
73.

[
90.
*156.
85.
3.

2.
31.
18.
107.

*74.

92.
16.
*163.

*172.
*113.

*51.
*52.

*173.

36.

58.

13

*167.

79.

*102.

109.
159.
175.
‘98.

*103.

San Carlos Apache Tribe

. San Carlos Apache Tribe

Schanz, Mary C.

Schell, Amy E.

Schramm, Marian

Schwab, Robert G.

Serafine, Ellen and John Brumage
Shafer, Winifred J.

86. Sidner, Ronnie

Sidner, Ronnie

Sierra Club

Siwek, Erwin

Southern Arizona Guides and Outfitters
Association

State Historic Preservation Officer
Stevenson, Dorothy

Stevenson, Mark

Straley, P.E.

Swanson, John R.

Taylor, Thomas J.

Tetreault, Rheal

The Arizona Native Plant Society
The Arizona Nature Conservancy
The Desert Tortoise Council

The Nature Conservancy New Mexico
The Warne Company

The Wildlife Society

Tilsch, John W.

Triplett, DeWayne

Tucson Rod and Gun Club
Tucson Rod and Gun Club

Uhl, Louise S. and John H.

Van Gasse, Jerry

Vetault, Sarah C. and Robert E.
Walsh, Jim

Wells, Linda K.

Werner, Frances W.

Whole Earth Adventures

® 169. Williams, Caryl Mary

*155.

Williams, Steven M.

® 64, Wolf, Jack

*170.

Woodin, Elizabeth T.
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INTERVAL OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

[C)Phase] = Review of Annual Schedule and Projected New Starts

] Phase I « Scoping to Guide Planning {Issue Identification. Planning Criteria, and Planning Information)

@_th 111 u Review of Draft Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement

[] Phase IV = Review of Management Decisions including Cheages from Protests and Governor Review

' Phase V w Review of Plan Use and Implementation

TYPE oF PUBLIC PArTiciPATION (CHECK As MANY As APPLICABLE}
— —
S Individual Contact O sval Group Discusion 7 Public Mesting [ written Statements

[T Questionnaires or surveys [ Other (specify)

Summarize briefly public input. (l/se edditional sheets if v. Attach & , rosters, press releases, eic. as ap-
propriate.)
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ARIZONA
STATE
PARKS

300 W. WASHINGTON
SINTE 415

PHOENLX, ARIZONA 85007
TELEPHONE 602-542-4174

January 10, 1990

Frank Rowley

Acting District Manager
Bureau ¢f Land Management
Saftord District office

425 East 4th Street

Safford, A2 85546

RE- Safford District Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (RMP/E]S), DOI-BLM

Dear Mr. Rowley:

I'have reviewed the draft report referenced above and am submitting the

STATE PARKS
BOARD MEMBERS

JOM BOSH
CHAIR
PHOENX

WILLAM G. RQE
VICE CHA
Tucson

RONALD PIES
SECRETARY

DEAN M. FLAKE
SNOWFLAKE

DUANE MILLER
SEDONA
ELIZABETH TEA
DUNCAN

M. JEAN HASSELL

STATE LAND COMMISSIONER

KENNETH E TRAVOUS
EXECUTIVE DIECTOR

COURTLAND NELSON
DEPUTY DMECTOR

pursuant 10 Section 110 of the National Histeric
Preservation Act:

1, Regarding cultural resources. all four anernatives (Alternatives A through
D} are similar lo the gxtent that each will utimately result in high impacts to

37 archaeoloqical sites in localities of oronosed dam construction and renair.
mos! notably construction of me Turkey Draw Dam. The draft further states
that the Bureau of Land nt is ¢ fo g measures 10
mitigate me @ffects of such undertakings on properties delermlned eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places

2. The sections describing specific cultural resources management actions
under each of the allernatlves are excellent. They are clearly written and
reflect o rdship on the part of the BLM.

3. The tour aligrnatives differ with respect to specific actions the BLM will

undertake 10 PIES@IVE or otherwise enhance cultural feSOUTCES. In our opinion,

Alternative A offers the most beneficial program for cultural resources; for
that reason, Allernative A is our "Préferred Aftemaiive”

4 We would like to suggest that you add {g Aiternative A one of the actiong
proposed under Alternative B; namely. mar the BLM nominate a, leas, six
eligible cultural properties in the Safford District {0 the National Register of
Historic Places within me lifespan of me Resource Management Plan.
Presently, Alternative A demonstrates N0 clear commitment 10 the nomination
of properties o the National Register. By placing eligible properties on the
Register. me BLM would place such resources in an advantageous position lo
receive enhancement funds. should such funds be available in the future and
restricted to Register-listed properties.

CONSERYING AND MANAGING ARIZONA'S HISTORIC PLAGES. MISTORIC SITES. AND RECREATIONAL. SCENIC AND NATURAL AREAS

F. Rowley
January 10.1990
Page 2

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to oommem on this resource management
p!an/envuor\mema( impact Statement draft. Your in plying
with the provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act is apprec\ated

Sincerely,

(M. Gz

Pa, H. Stein
Preservation Planner

for Sheregn Lemer, Ph.D.
State Historic Preservation Officer
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Southern Arizena Guides and Outfitters Rssociation

“Outdoor Adventures by True Professionals”
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BUREAU OF MINES *
[ ]

P. 0. BOX 25085
BUILDING 20. DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225

Intermountain Field Operations Center

February 1, 1990

Memorandum
To: Mr. steve Knox. RMP leam Leader. Bureau of Land Management. $afford
District Office, 424 £, Fourth Street. Safford. Arizona g§554%

From: chief. [ntermountain Field Operations Center

Subject: Review of Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS)

Personnel of the Bureau of Mines, [ntermountain Field Operations Center,
reviewed the subject draft 5afford pistrict Resource Management Plan and
Environmental impact Statement as requested by Frank Rowley. District Manager.

The draft is fairly complete concerning minerals within the Safford District;
however, the Bureau of Mines (BOM) believes that a gold deposit at the Table
Mountain Mine area. MeAr the Table Mountain RNA ACEC, has not been adequately
considered. IN 1089. BOM personnel identified a portion of the Table Mguntain
RNA ACEC 4S having geologic conditions favorable for occurrences of base and
Precious metals. The Table Mountain nine is on twg patented mining claims
within sections ]§ and 22. T. 7 5., R. 18 E. We identified a §ybeconomic
resource of at least 35.500 short tons of jasperoid breccia averaging 0.034 gz
9014/st ar the mine. The jasperoid breccia which hosts the gold
mineralization extends into the Table Mountain RNA AEC, Closing mineral entry
to this area would affect future exploration and possible development of this
deposit. Also. the two patented claims do not show up as private land on any
of the maps in the draft.

W% believe that alternative D would have the least effect on future minerals
exploration and development. The Stafford District is an area where
world-class copper deposits occur. There is the possi ty that other
yet-undiscovered world-class deposits exist within the district and that the
document should discuss that possibility. We suggest careful Planning be done
so that future deposits will not be closed to mineral entry and thereby deny
future exploration and development. It is encouraging to $€@ evidence that
BOM input on minerals appears to have helped land-planners determine
boundaries in the Aravaipa and Mule Shoe study area additions.

,;,, ;
v%li(/féﬂéﬂ’t

United States Department of the Interior E
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February 5. 1990

John Augsburger
District Biologist
BLM - Safford Digrict
425 East 4th St.
Safford, A2 85546

Dear John,

| tried contacting you by phone but | guess you never received my message.
I will be unable to attend the February 13 meeting dealing with the RMP but
had some concerns | warded to express | just received me copy of me RMP
so have not had an opportunity to review it. My questions may be answered
in that document.

| an me Founder Director of presarve Arizona's Wolves (PA WS.) a coalition
of citizens working for me preservation and eventudly me reimtroduction of
the Mexican wolf. We work closly with me Arizona Game and Fish
Department and me U. s. Fish and Wildlife service 1n following me Mexican
Wolf Recovery Plan. At the present time our prime focus is on public
education and as you may have heard we ae presenting a mgor sympostum
on March 23 and 24 & ASU entitled Arizona Wolf Symposium ‘90. See
enclosed flier

Because Me Safford District includes lands within me former range of me
Mexican wolf (lzaés fupus baiteyd it 15 possible in me future mat certain
lands might be considered & potential reintroduction sites. My question is,
doss me RMP take into consideration management of habitat and prey to
endble a recovery program {0 take place? Naturally, me matn prey base
would be deer with me addition of rabbits and smaler rodents. Naturally,
the ided site would have a minimum of conflict from livestock operations
There ae stil some farly remote, pristine aess from which unsubstantiated
reports of wolf sitings occur Whether these ge large coyotes, escaped wolf-
dogs or actualy Mexican wolves ma may range up from Mexico remains to
be determined.

Please let me know what plans, if any, are in progress to provide for a future
reintroduction of this endangered species

Thank you,

Robl H&u%/

Bobbie Holaday, Founder Director
1413 East Dobbins Rd.
Phoenix, Arizona 85040

(602) 268-1089
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Ellen Serafini and John Brumage
ZEKE'S GENERAL STORE
CENTRAL, ARIZONA 85531

(602) 428-4426
February 12. 1990

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMEN1
SAFFORD DISTRICT

425 East Fourth Street

Safford, AZ 85546

Gentlepersons:

This letter is to comment on the management plan for the Safford District. One of

the objectives of the plan is to improve assess to B:LM lands by the public. We feel
that this is a very important goal, for, although we cannot all mine copper or range

cattle, everyone can go out and enjoy nature.

Unfortunately, many of the private interests to whom government lands have been
leased are attempting to restrict public passage through their lands.

We therefore su%gest that the BLM, a5 4 REQUIREMENT for the leasing of public land,
or the granting of an easement to construct roads through public land, demand that

that theé public be permitted to pass freely across any connecting roads in order g

make “se of BLM areas.

In order for the public 15 be informed, the ELM should post al roads entering public
land. When the road passes through private the signs should read:

BLM ACCESS ROAD
25S1D; throu%h
BVREE LAND
next .5 miles
do not leave road
Oof cgurse thisis just an idea for the wording. but the abusive sign pested by the
BRYCE cattle CO. ‘ Private Property, no tresspassing, gate may be locked at any time*
isjust an example of how the public is being echuged from our gwg land

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Yours Truly,

eke's General Store
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FROTESE

We protest the Safford District Resource Management Flan and Environmental
Impact Statement, in its entiretv and intemt.
The intent of the UGovermment and Burea: of Land M t 1s to ,

control, steal, acquire, and take our Private Property.

We Protest the Governments power and so called legal avenues to propagandise,
brainmvash, menipulate, control, manage, steal, take away, and scquire our
Property and Rights.

We protest the creation of Javelina Peak, Peloncillo Mtns., and Dos Cabesas
Mtns,, Wilderness Aress, as all three are within our ranch and would u\;so an
undve hardship on us, and adversely offect our lives and livelihood.

This is to serve notice on the Government or anyone that might turn loose

or plant eny Animel or Freditor within a 500 mile radius of Bowie, Arizons,
That they are responsible and liable for any and ell damages that said

Animal or Preditor might do.

All thru the RMP/EIS, the B, L. M. plans to acquire or stesl Private Property
and access across Private Property in Coch 1se and Graham County.

This 1s to serve notice on the Government and B, L. M, that we own a big
portion of this ares, and h awe Grandfathered Rights since 1880,

We OBJECT vehemently to the Goverrment taking away our property and Rights.

%« /5752276 oz/s//?o

Bros. by Wayne D, Klump
Box 316, Bowie, Arisona 85605 1:4

"'-Uz.

State of Ardsons, Cownty of Gogt
Subacribed and swnrn to bef&:

Notary Zxpirztion Date 2 -

The Klumps c¢laim the folloving describ od real property in Cochise County
Arizona in its entirity .

ALl of Sections 1,12,13,14,15,16,22,23,24,28,26,35,836 Si¢ Sec.8) sis-e.n
S}Sec.10; S§Sec.11§ SE{Sce.17; Sec.213 l},sﬂ&e.ﬂ)ﬂ,m
Al in T.133, B.NE,
AL 01 r.ua. n.x
A1 or Sk, 3,390,611 of See, 5.6.10, 11 ¥, of s.p.R.R. KON, ALl o T.148.0,32K,
sasu..n. WhSecad5s AL} in TIEE, R,2
All >f Sec. 2 3,4,5,6,7, 9)7:10,|6 \Qs.g 15, ¥Sec.17, WiSec,18,
WiiSec.21, Al in is ko . g 5B S0 13 \
Al of See, 1,12 15,1 ,17,20,21,22,2 29,32,33. , .1 43
S§, EMIE} Sec.11) SwiSec.23; Wi, WHIE}Sec S§SiSec.30; MM, m
WiiuiSec,3t AL) 4n T.14S. R. z
Al of T,13S. R27E,
ALl of T,125, RTE. 6470 a 20,25,2,27,
All of See. 1 2.3 4y 5,6,7,8,9,10 11,12,13,14,15,1 ,18,20,71,22,73, 9275
28,34,35,3, W, SEiSec.19; MNE}, SENE{Sec.20; NitSee,)3s ALl 4n T.133, K26k,
aier see. 31,32, 33,34 35,3, S, of S.P.R.R, R.O.N. A1 in 7.128, R2E,
M1 of Sec.3b 5. of 5,P.R.A. R.0.M. in T12S, K2SE.
M1 of Sec. 1,12,23,26,27,33, 34,35, ALl of See, 2 5. oF S.P.RM RUM.§
MSec.11; ShSec.id; S45H3ac13; S ' sjll}s-c.u; Ef, BV, ms.g.zz,
S, ShiSec.2n; SEASec,20; E4NWg, SENEJ, SoiSec.32 ALl in T138, R2SE,
X, SHN{Sec.d; NwtSec, 4j M ) BE{SR, SéfSitlec, 5
SEtSHSac.6 ALl in T14S. R.25E. b ASoends HSons qs. "
A11 of Sec, 1,3,6,7,8,9,10 18,19,30,31, Sec,2; b3 .55 TREF
Moz, Sei SHAEL, Swiser 137 W ﬁ Sec.16; SVESec.17) SHSec.20
¥4, SEiSec.2.; WiSec.29; NétSec.32 ALl in T,128. R.2tE.
M of Sec. 22,26,27,35, EdSec,21; E4Sec28; SiSec. 323 W, WE{Sec.33;
S5#5ec.23 All 1n T.17S. R,32E,
QBQHELQ-,_Q r 1ge  ROOF
SEfSec.19; S¥Sec.20; all of Sec.2y,30, Al in T.145. R.2¢E,
A1 of Sec. 18,30; M Sec.1y All in T128, R.29E,
VaSec.6; SW),WhSEfSec. Hg, NU‘NEtS.e.B; EjsBt, SwisBiSec,10; S, S§SB{Sec.11;
SASWiSec.12; ns&uw} sé Sec.14; ¥, Sit, NEf Sec.15; MiSec. 25; ShSec.27; A1
or sec. 24 S, Sk c.35; SHY, ShSHRSee.36 A1l in T.13S. Kase,
Mo, oSy 05 k ~:, . 5‘=*ﬂh¢. i, ZyapddiSec,18; Wi, SRE,
SENEY, MASHSec. NE{Se 5.25; ShSec.26; SEiSec.2r) SjSec.28;
NEE, EMVH, Mlﬂt. “”ﬁf"-’;",;g' z’, B}SRY, SE}NE{Sec.30; ALl of H.e.!l,
33,35,36; My, SHSec.3d in . R,
o T 6 i 12.13,10,15,20,21, VhSec, 115 Sh, N¥iSec.16; 5, MiIdSec.17;
EbEhSec.19; W} Sec.30; »&s.c 29 AlLwmT,145. R.29E.
SkSec.b; ALl of Sec.7,18, ALL 1n T14S. RIOE,

= o 900202570
OFFIC!AL BECORDS
COCHKISE COUNT}

DATE Hou!
02/09/90 11
REQUB&EE OF
9> KLUMP, WA
900202570 CHRISTINE RHODES-RECORDER
FEE ¢ 9.00 PAGES ¢ 2
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CLAIM page 2

Our claim and rights date back to 1880 {Eighteen hundred eighty) and are
legrlly scquired and geandfath arad. Wa slzim this proparty as eur private
property, We claim all minerals, cosl, oil, gas, vater,geothermal, gravel, and
all known and 81l uAknown substances to the center of the earth. Ve clain

the air, sir spAce, vater, gaases, &1l laving things, all desd things, axd asy
and all substan to th ¢ heavens and beyond. We claim the right te storse

and use any and all substances on, Sbove, and under said lands,

We declare that thiy land 1s outside of any government or governmental

agencys contrel or Jurisdiction, Th e government , city,local,county,stats, or
foderal sh all h ave no claim vhatsowver s zay of the above deserided property.
This Land shail not be sudject to enminent domain, taking, seisure,steal, or
wvhatever name or methad that the guvernment might use to take our property awvey.
Legalamcess shall be on a tezporary and lease basis enly,

There shall be no h unting, fishing, trapping, or tr ith peior
written permission, Klumps shall not be liable or responsible for damages to
anyone. e base our claim on continucus and uninterrupted use , &nd tae intent
of th e Constitution of the United States of America and the homestesd et

vas to put ail lands into private ownership,

¥, xme

State of Ariseme, County af %o
Subscribed. and sworn to

L
ol day of 2

Notary Expiration Date

900202570

P

E # 900202571 Xlunf Bros, by Wayne D, Klump Dats
g?ncx:x. lzu:ez:gnos Box 316, Bowise, Arizena 85695»;_'9, nu/,
g:;:!ss Co:g:: State of Arisona, Courty of %;‘"4 “’."A.
£2/09/90 11 Subscribed and sworn to 3.1?’ ‘:isih;"..:-

REQUEST OF' Dy o Ly gw .
KLUMP, WAYNE y o . &
CHRISTINE RHODES-RECORDER Oty

FEE

FROTES?

We protast the Safford District Resource Vanagement Flan and Environmental
Irpact Statement, in its gntireiv and intent.

The intent of the Uovernment and Buresu of Land Management is to manage,
csntrol, steal, acquire, snd take our Private Properiy.

We Protest the Covernments power and sc eslled legal avennes %o propagandise,

braimvash, manipulate, control, manage, steal, take awvay, tod acquire our
Property and Rights,

We protest the creation of Javelins Peak, Pelonclllo Mtna., and Dos Cabesas

Mtns,, Wilderness Areas, ss all three are vithin our ranch snd would csuse an
undue hardship on us, and adversely effect our lives and livelibood.

This is to serve notice on the Covernment of anyone that might turs loosé

sr plant any Animal or Freditor within a 500 mile radius of Bowle, Arizons,
That they are responsible and liable for any and all damages that said
Aniral or Preditor might do.

A1l thru the RP/EIS, the B. L. ¥. plans to scquire or steal Private Property

and access across Frivate Property in Coch ise and Grabam Cownty.

This is to serve notice on the Government and 3. L. M, that we own a big

portion of tkis ares, and b ave Grardfathered Righisz since 1880,

We OBJECT vehemently to the Government taking sway our property a&nad Rights.

a8 . [

FEB UY 1990 1/AM ‘i
ol

%

£y

: 9.00 PAGES ¢ |

900202571

L~
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Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan
Public Gomment Form

Issue/] t Concern: ;9’« Zz (AQK) B 4 "f

Comment : I Y%L dor Argigido u)t %.‘,ﬁ A’CEQ <
ot Sof A RepeF T At o P P
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Cﬂn~4r~L—Mj:;Q Cad A q*ﬂd‘k»l‘v“ f/ - frv+%l\\¥> F’V”
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Name : CL“*?[ S - !"'*7“"’ ‘FP

Representing:

Address: S74= £ N“’"(L, )p{‘
Taesn A2t 52

Date: 2 -{4-70

ARAUAIPA PROPERTY OMWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

February 12, 1990

Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

423 E. 4th Street
Safford, AZ BS546

RE: BLM DRAFT PLAN FOR THE SAFFORD DISTRICT

Dear Mr, Knox:

The Aravaipa Property Owners Association (APDA) appreciates the
opportunity to review and comment on the BLM Resource Management
Plan (RMP) for the Safford District. The plan obviously
represents a tremendous amount of wark, and our membership
applauds the BLM for the increasing awareness of environmental
conservation reflected in most of the plan objectives.

APUOA members agree, however, that certain proposed BLM actions
will erode, rather than maintain, environmental integrity and
conservation in Aravaipa Canyon.

APOA’S major concerns are the propaesals in alternatives A, B, and
€ to open for public access; Oak Spring Canyon Road, Whittaker
Ranch Road, HWagner Ranch Road, and Wood Ranch Road.

Aravaipa Canyon and its approaches are an extremely fragile
environment. APOA members feel that the road openings would have
a highly negative impact on the entire area. These and other
specific APDA concerns are appended to this letter.

APOA members STRONGLY OPPOSE opening Oak Spring Canyon Road,
Wagner Ranch Road, and Wood Ranch Road. We do understand,
however, that BLM is under pressure to pravide access into the
high country. Of the proposed roads, we feel Whittaker Ranch Road
would have the least negative impact on the Canyon. Therefore, we
would consider supperting BLM efforts to gain access through
Whittaker Ranch Road in return for dropping access through the
other three roads.

Because the "open house" format for the public meeting, February
15, does not appear to present an adequate forum for discussion of
our concerns, APDA respectfully requests that the BLM respond in
writing or send a representative to meet with association members.

Most residents of this end of the Canyon feel that the BLM has
been a good neighbor. In the projected Pinal County plan for our
area, a major consideration will be to coordinate our plan with
the BLM plan for the Wilderness. We are certain that both the
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Bureau and APOA wish to continue this amicable relationship.

Sincerely,

e

tola T. Newton, Vice-President

G >

Susan Luebbermann, Secretary
Aravaipa Property Owners Associatign

ATTACHMENT
cc: Ray Brady, BLM District Manager

Hon. Dennis DeConcini, U, §,senate
Hon. John McCain, U.S. Senate

Hon. Jim Kolbe, U.S. House of Representatives

Aravaipa Praoperty Owners Association, Inc.

c/o Lola T. Newton
AC Star Route Box 4205
Winkelman, AZ 85292

&02/357-6247

ARAVAIPA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCI

ATTACHMENTY
Page 1

ATION - COMMENT, CONCERNS, OBJECTIONS

REGARDING THE DRAFT BLM SAFFORD DISTRICT RESDURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

APOA’S MAJOR CONCERNS ARE THE PROPUSALS IN ALTERNATIVES A, B, AND C TO
DPEN CURRENTLY PRIVATE ROADS IN THE CANYON (Dak Spring Canyon Road,
Whittaker Ranch Road, Wagner Ranch Road, Wood Ranch Road) FOR PUBLIC

ACCESS.

Opening these roads will defeat B

LM conservation aobjectives for

Aravaipa Canyon and can seriously affect the health and lifestyle of

Eanyon residents.

ENVIRONMENT - (Management Concern 9) The BiM is concerned about air
quality. So is the APOA.

Opening the roads will

Significantly intensify dust po
Aravaipa Road and on the roads
past two years we have already
traffic and dust particulates.

Increase fire danger. As more
rigses for careless smoking and
cooking fires.

1lution due to increased traffic on
leading to the high country. In the
experienced a heavy increase in

people use the roads the potential
failure to adequately extinguish

WATER RESOURCES - (Management Concern 8) The BLM is concerned abaout

mater quality. So is

Opening the roads will

the APOA.

Increase the amount of trash and garbage that wiill directly and

indirectly pollute creek water.
along the road and creek, where
old chair frames are discarded.
table lands, there will also be

Residents already "police’ the areas
everything from disposable diapers to
With more people using roads to the

more picnickers and more unhealthy

garbage along the creek. Garbage in the back country can pollute

through runoff.

CULTURAL RESOURCES - (Managemen

t Concern 5) The BLM is concerned

about destruction of cultural resources. So is the APOA.

Opening the roads will

Increase the destruction and vandalism of prehistoric sites in the

area as more "treasure hunters”

have access. Given the terrain, it

would obviously be impossible to monitor and prevent such activities.
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ATTACHMENT
Page 2

CRIMINAL ACTIVITIES — APOA is concerned
Opening the roads

Will encourage criminal activity, particularly activity that is drug
related. Drug incidents have already occurred in the Canyon, and
unguestioned access to the high country can only provide an cpen
invitation for drug dealing and other types of criminal behavior.

DAMABE TO PRIVATE PROPERTY - APOA is concerned
Opening the roads

Will further aggravate an already existing problem of property

d » stock t. and vandalism on private land. Land owners
have an angoing problem with cut fences, gates left open, branding
wood supplies burned, and damage to equipment. Open access will
exacerbate current problems.

Over many years, residents have had problems with picknickers. At
ane time problems were so severe that Pinal County Sheriff’s
Department sent personnel to camp at the creek during holiday
weekends.

MAINTENANCE, MONITORING, SAFETY - APDA is concerned
If the roads are opened

Who will maintain them? Currently, the ranchers who own the
properties maintain the roads to manage their lands.

Does the BLM propose to improve and maintain the roads?

APOA members can see only an increase in the problems cited above if
public access is facilitated through road improvement.

Who will monitor for unlawful use and activities?

Given the existing national economic situation, monitoring activities
in the high country would undoubtedly be a very low funding priority.
Additiomnally, as previously cited, nature of the terrain makes
monitoring extremely difficult.

Is the BLM prepared for increased search and rescue?
As more people use the high country, potential rises that there will

be accidents and individuals becoming lost. Search and Rescue is
expensive and cften dangerous.

ATTACHMENT
Page 3

OTHER CONCERNS

1. On page 23 of the RMP, item & states, "Obtain legal access, for
public and administrative use, across private lands in 37 locations
Districtwide ... and across other ... private lands as determined in
the future.”

Most property owners are willing to provide access for BLM
administrative use and to a limited extent to known public; however,
we object to both the currently recommended road openings and to any
projected future openings in this area of Aravaipa Canyon.

2. On page 34, item 12, Brandenburg Mountain is designated VRM III,
which on page 237 provides only that BLM would “partially retain the
existing character of the landscape.” Brandenburg Mountain is an
important visual resource in the Canyon, as well as the habitat of
big horn sheep. APDA requests BLM to designate Brandenburg Mountain,
VRM Class I.

195



10

I1/15/1990
Rex Owens
“COl  Box 3219
Eden, AZ. 85535

Bureau Of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street
Safford, Az 85546

Mr. Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader:

In reviewing the RMP/EIS document and draft, | would

like your Aternative A (The Preferred Alternative). but

with a few ninor considerations. Allotment Mnagement Plans

should include input from permt holder (Rancher) to BLM

on wildlife nonitoring and habitat areas. W geem to have

hunting seasons over lapping and extended, such as regular

hunting season, Bl ack Powder, Pistol,

etc., for different species of wildlife. ""m"

Bow and Arrow and

activities

should sonehow be restricted for periods, nore so that

habitat degradation or loss does not

take place. The pernitee

and BLM should have high priority when establishing these

seasons. AMP establishes objectives and priorities for

management O |ivestock wuse, but the

rancher can only conplain

about cattle being driven away from water and grazing, gates

being left open and etc., for extended hunting seasons.

As | continue, note | also hunt and feel the Ariz. Fish

and Game need some help. It seems that during these extended

seasons the cultural resources are found to be damaged.

The rancher or pernmitee will more the"

likely help patrol

the cultural resources when

BLM studies along vit

they are brought to his attention.

h AMP devel opnent,

water and wildlife habitat are proving to be

The present nmanagenent shoul d

of the RMP/EIS along with t

be congratulated

he interdisciplinary

noni toring
satisfactory.
in the devel opnent

teams of

Resorce Specialists that brought the RMP/EIS about.

| feel after reviewing the alternatives

(Preferred

Alternatives) as identified, that the Aternative A provides

a balanced approach to multip

le uge and should

be inplenented.

The Management Concern 5 « Cultural Resorces is nost inportant

and the actions to acconplish

I would 1ike to sgee this as

the objectives very good.

planned inpl ement ed.

The Safford District Resource Management

Envi ronnent al | npact St at enent
information to all concerned.
Youps truly ;

X Owens

Draft provi des

Plan and

conpr ehensi bl e
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February 13, 1990

Bureau of Land Management
Safford District Office-
Safford, AZ 855464

Ref: Safford District RMF/EIS dated December 198%
Gentlemen:

While better than most BLM RMF’s, this Dratt EIS still falls far

short of adequate.protection of important natural resource values

in the Safford District. Alternative B was far better than the

Preferred Alternative for ACEC"s but still provides less than

minimal protection of District resources. Alternative B and the Freferred
Alternative should alse recommend Fishhook Canyons, Markham Creek,

Mescal Mountains and Turtle Mountain as ACEC’s. The Dos Cabezas Feak

ACEC should be at least 200 acres in size.

All the ACEC®s should have livestock grazing eliminated, be withdrawn
from aill mineral activity and prohibit OHV™ s except on roads. There is
no way to protect special values such as flora, fauna, paleontological
and archaeological; and continue to allow the abave activities.

For the most part, ARCEC"s need more rigid pratection than Wilderness,
especially livestock grazing.

Wild and Scenic River recommendations were pretty good in Alternative
B but Wilderness recommendations were totally inadequate. All the
studied WSA's have outstanding wilderness values and should have been
recommended. It is Congressional responsibility to decide after you
have reviewed them for their Wilderness characteristics. Day Mine,
Gila Box, Turtle Mountain, Javelina Peak, Feloncillo Mountains, Bowie
Mountain, Baker Canyon inciuding additions, Apache Box and Hoverrocker
all have exceptional Wilderness values.

All private land in BGuadalupe Canyon shauld be acquired and it along
with Baker Canyon and the adjacent Forest Service Bumk Robinson should
be designated Wilderness and the BLM lands should be ACEC status.

Multiple use does not mandate that all public acreage must be used for
all potential uses. Far too many Safford District acres are dedicated
to maximizing livestock and mining uses and OHV recreation - a
disproportionate amount, There is no way to avoid inadvertent damage
tg cultural resources, minimize sQil erosion and optimize wildlife and
biolagical diversity; and allow livestock grazing, mining and OFEN

0OHY use on the same lands.

The Savory (Holistic?) grazing method should not be permitted in the
Safford District. This area never had the large herds that Savory is
predicatéd on. Savory was a failure in Africa. It is just another
smokescreen for additional overgrazing in the Southwest.

Although only Congress can eliminate grazing on public lands, the BLM
should notify Congress in this RMP/EIS of the severe damage being done
to public lands by livestock grazing and the impossibility of
continuing grazing levels and meeting the resourte protection
aobjectives.

-3

1 do applaud your plan to get 73%
in good to excellent condition by
a 15 year plan, I urge you to go ¢
5% Excellent by 2002. You will nc
if you continue to allow grazing i
seasonally.

The Timber Draw Retention Dam shou
archaeological surveys and mitigat
be much diminished if livestock gr
eliminated in it’s watershed.

In summary, although this Flan is

I"ve perused, it still falls far =
District’s natural resource base.

commodity production over resource
grazing; it is heavily subsidized

that we have «nraoluses from free
would be a  better but still weak Fre
have rdcommended m any ACEC™s, the
have mnimal %to no protection from
That yields pseudo ACEC’s. I urge

in your plan.

Sincerely,
:‘ ) ?} ! ZJ:;//
Jim Notestine

FO Box 461
Sonoita, AZ 85637
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February 18 1990

John Augsburger
District Biologist
BLM-Safford District
42 5 East 4th Street
Safford, A2 85546

Dear John,

Thank you for mailing me a copy of the Safford RMP for my review The
document identifies four chief 155ues of concern on which | will comment
briefly.

1 Access| should like to see access in sensitive areastimited to authorized
use only to prevent further descrecation of resource values

2 ACECs and other types of special management designate all identified
candidate ACECs as official ACECs fo DIeserve jmnortant resource values
The two segments of the Gii andSan Francisco Rivers should be designated
as wild and scenuc rivers. | have not seen the final list of wilderness areas
designated in the currentBLM Wilderness Bill, but | believe that the areas
adjacent to Aravajpa Canyon and Gatiuro Wilderness areas were inctuded as
wilderness areas

3 Off -highway vehictes . recreational use of these vehicles should be
restricted 1n ACECs and other sensitive |ands, including riparian areas

4. Riparian areas priority protection should be afforded these important
areas Arizona has already suffered loss of many riparian areas and we
must protect ALL remaining riparian areas for the presevation of wildlife
spectes and for our own water sources All - watersheds  must  be  protected
from overuse from recreational use, overgrazing of ljivestock and destruction
from OHVs

| would like to comment specifically on the objectives and actions to be
implemented to resolve the Wildlife Habitat Management Concen The
proposed Alternative A omits highly important species under item 1 on page
30 Subitem b only identifies “Species identified for reintroduction 1n Fish
and Wildhfe Service plans» aplomade falcon andwoundin™ It iscruciatto
future reintroduction of endangered spectes that this be replaced with
subitem b under Atternative B on page 50 which reads”Species extirpated
from the Safford District « aplomado falcon, wou\ndﬂn,, grizzly bear, swni*

ocelot, jaguar, ColoradoRiver squaw fish, black -tailed prairte dog andriver
otter ' *(Italics supplied)

Future reintroduction of the endangered Mexican wolf (canfs fupus badeyh1s
the al so the responsibility of the Fish and Witdlife Service and if found to be
feasible, would be administered by the Arizena Game and Fish Department
Commenting specifically on the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan of 1982, t 15
imperative that all candidate potential reintroduction sites be maintained
with emphasis placed on preserving habitat suitable for reestablishment ot
the Mexican wolf. Studies by the Arizona Game andFish Department
identified 15 potential reintrodyction sites, Several of which fall under the
admini#tration Of the BLM Safford District These studies were done tn
conjunction with the Fish and Wildlife Services request that Arizona and
New Mezico come upwith possible reintroduction sites  Whnite M-depth
feasibility studies of these Sites have yet to be made, these habitats must be
maintained to encourage large deer populations, heal thy vegetative cover
and good water SUpplies The AGFD |3 currently conducting apublic attitude
survey to determine how various segments of the pubhc percetve the wolf
Following the completion of this tidy. it is hoped by many who telieve 1n
reestablishment of endangered species, that further studies will be made of
the potential sites by qualified biologists. It i5 therefore imperative that
every effort be made 1n the Safford District RMP to make this a priority item

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter Please notify me
of the action taken to correct this matter For your information, | enclose
information a forthcoming Arizona Wolf Symposium which you may be
interested 1n attending

Sincerely,

Bothe Helud.

Bobbie Holaday, Founder /Diractor
Preserve  Arizonas  Wolves

1413 East Dobbins Rd
Phoenix, Arizona 85040

coptes Ken Russell, Assistant Deputy Director, USFWS
Terry Johnson, Endangered Species Coordinator, AGFD
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THE SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE

P.0. BOX 0
SAN CARLDS, ARIZONA 85550

Buck Kitcheyan
Tribal Chairman

Ronald Edwards
Tribal Vice Chairman

Pebruary 21. 1990

Mr. Ray A. Brady. District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Safford District

425 E. 4th Street

Safford. AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Brady:

The San Carlos Apache Tribe equests that you present
t0 the San Carles Apache Tribal Council, as part of your
trust responsibilities to the Tribe. a brief overview of the
safford District's draft Resource Management Plan. In this
overview of the RMP. we desire that vyou specifically address
the issues and concerns which affect the Tribe or its
resour ces.

As | am sure that you are well aware. the reservation
shares a large border with the safford District: San Carlo*
Apache Tribal Menbers conpose a significant and unique group
of public land users within your district. However, I am
concerned that you do not appreciate the full dimension of
the  Federal/Indian  trust rel ationship. This is a
governnment-to-government relationship and is not the sole
domain of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. More specifically.
it is the Department of the Interior which is charged with
the responsibility of wupholding this <¢rust, including the
Bureau of Land Managenent where its nmnagenent affects the
trust obligations of the Federal governnent toward trust
lands and resources of Native Anericans.

Some of the specific areas which we desire addressed
are :

1. How does the plan address the issues and concerns
associated with the common boundary that we share and
the management of resources common to both management
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jurisdictions? (ie. watersheds. wildlife habitats. pl anni ng process. \# welcone your agencies full
|4 -I Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. wilderness participation in the developnent of this management

areas., livestock trespass, fuelwood trespass, etc.) framework.

2. poes the rMp create a format for resolving questions Sincerely. .

concerning the legal bo ries of the reservation
14_2 (where it borders the ‘glg‘?or District) as established o
through the Executive Orders of November 4, 1871,
December 14, 1872, and August 5 . 18732 TRIBAL CHAIRMAN

SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE
3. mat common border areas, because of common
resource* management concerns. does the prM wish to
l4 - 3 develop Cooperative Management Agreements with the San
Carlos Apache Tribe and gre these addressed in the RMP?

4. HBow did the Bureau of Land Managenent involve the

Tribe. Tribal Authorities and Tribal Menbers in the

l 4 - 4 planning process and how does the Safford District
intend to involve these groups in the continuing RMP

process?

5.  How are the cultural needs Of the San Carlos Apache

Tribe and nenbers addressed {ie. the _need to gat he_r Xxc. M. WIson Barber, Phoenix Area Director, BIA

emory oak acorns, pinyon nuts.and medical . cerenonial M. Alen Anspach, Superintendent. San Carles Agency. BIA

and  religious materials)? Were attenpts made to involve M. Lynn Engdahl. Acting Arizona State Director, BLM
l4-5 San Carlos Apaches in the identification and protection

of inportant Apache  historical. religious or cerenonial

sites or other ethno-historical uses of the natural
resources within the Safford District?

6. Wre environnental education plans included wthin

l4-6 your RMP and if so were the San c¢Carlos., Pt. Thomes. and
Gobe School Districts included within these plans?

7. Was an attenpt nade to determine if the San Carlos
Apache Tribe has or is developing a resource nanagenent

I 4 - 7 plan which would affect the resources management on the
Saf ford District?

Tribal Council neetings are held the first Tuesday of
every nmonth: there are two council neetings scheduled before
the end of your coment period. Please arrange a briefing
for one of these neetings by contacting nyself™ gp ny
secretary. Mrs Barbara Manulito, at 475-2361 and requesting
to be placed on the Agenda.

The San Carlos Apache Tribe wishes to foster a spirit
of cooperation in which the resource nanagenent goals of
both parties can be achieved and one in which the trust
obligations of the Federal governnent ov be net. In
of these requirements. the San Carlos Apache Tribe has
recently begun a sinilar resource planning project which we
refer to as the Integrated Resource Mnagement Plan (IRMP).
Many sinmlar issues and concerns wll be addressed in our

i ght
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Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan

Public Comment Form

Issue/Management Concern: Repdridn areas and marginal habltate—areas~—
Comment: [ want tO thank you Par_your presetation of the vori—BiM—
has done a [ it tn make comment. | also_¥ish to thank you

for th_meratorfamon cattle grazlngin the San Pedro ReaparianArea. Trhe
Rlver has blossumed In those particula- wfeeds

| @am awarethaty o U ganrepair aflreparianareasbecause thatisynur
job. I_wouldfoveto se. you manageallthe reparfanaredsdsvouh ave
do”. withthe Sanpedryfor the purpose of retyrningthese preclous spots
of nature back to its prestinestate. The reparlansareas can not be oreserved
without keeping cattle off of them. For they grazethe natlveplantsinto
extinctlon and destory the wildlife habltatejust by being there doingwhat
coved 0

I'maskingyou to put glong term moratorlumof livestock grazlng on all
|5.| reparlansareast h a t Blmismanaging. ] cannot stress this gnough.Do it
before wecompletely loose all pf those preclous@reds. | understand there
is only 7%/eftof the total south vestwhichstill rag"Prestine?conditions.
Thats not much. In additionnpalivestock grazing on marg/nalhabitat. dreds.

I also strongly oppose all A.D.C. "predator” killing 0" 8(M land. Altho
Rables Control Jenecessary if the animalis actinglike it has rabies.

Tampartof the “public” andvehaveadeelsfonon ho ' thegiMiandwill
be used becauseit is publicland'-. | speak strongly agalnlykilling o f "predators
on BLMland.

Agaln,| appreclate your good management of mu/tiuselanduse. | dohave
aconcerna b out the us. ofHerbicidesand Pesticlides. T h e sclentlsttpyand
tell us that the polsons break down quickly. Thisisnottrue. They don't
break dawn thatqulckandasthey do somebreakingdawn they reavetoxleresidue
If you want to rid certafnplants on your fand,let me kaw, | c0” get gqvolunteer
group to purl the noxious plants much easfggeand quickdthan you could spraying.

Beersaontingky names—0 ol _Escott 00
Address: P. 0. Box1560
Bisbee, Ariz.85603
Date; __Mareh3rd. 1990
432-4292
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District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street

afford, AZ 85546

Feb 28,19%0

| have read your gqp with interest. Being a member of the Tucson
Rough Riders my concerns are with the effects of the plan on roads
and trails. | can see alot of hard work went into preparing this
plan. It provides protection for environmental areas and allows
vehicle ac¢cess at the same time. Of the four plans | find plan C
to be most suitable. Plan B is totally unacceptable due to the

restrictive nature of the plan. | applaud your plan to obtain legal

access across private lands.

Sincerely

(el Jetztr

Rheal Tetreault
1960 W. Brittain Dr.
Tucson, AZ 85705
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March 6, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

BLM

Safford District
425 E, hth St,
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

Many of the areas that you manage are quite sensitive to human use and
abuse, in particular from off-road vehicle use. I urge you to establish
the necessary Areas of Critical Environmental Concern to protect in eastern
Pima County from further abuse by off-road vehicles.

Sincerely,

oo

Sue Wallace Cabin

8780 E. Placita Bolivar
Tucson, AZ 85715
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To: Mr. Ray A, Brady 3/6/90
District Manager
Dear Sir:
As an avid nountain bike enthusiast, | was ver di sappoi nt ed
by reading your current draft Resource Managenment an for the

Safford District. 1 believe that it is very unfair to group
mountain bikes in wth off-road vehicles such as 4-wheel drives
and motorcycles. As far a conparative damage is concerned. it
is apparent by looking at wvarious trails that nmountain bikes
cause far less degradation than a shod horse, and only slightly
more than a person hiking in heavy hiking boots. By classing
mountain bikes with nmotorized vehicles, the BLM is ‘denying us
access to inportant areas of southern Arizona's back country.
W believe that we have just ag nuch right to enjoy these tax-
supported areas as others groups who, it should pe noted, have
their own narrow interests served by keepiny us out. Muntain
bikes are a fun and low inpact way to enjoy the outdoors which
the BLM is protecting~and managing for all of us=-=-not just the
select and influential few Wth the ever increasing interest
and support of nountain bikes, as indicated by the now 5 nillion
being sold every vyear, more and more people are choosing off-
road bicycling as their primry neans of recreation. and will
soon be a force that nust be dealt with equitably. Conflicts
between interest groups can best be dealt wth through increased
education, not by blatantly discrimnating against one group oOr
another. | would be pleas=d if ny concerns as well as those of
other biking enthusiasts were given more attention in any
revisions of the Safford District RMP,

Sincerely,

Ronald P, Mrtin
9210 E. Calle Kuehn
Tucson, AZ 85715
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Draft Safford District Resource Managesent Plan
Public Comment Form

Issue/Management. Concern: /&f{'/ e M
#M@umaﬁ&w'w,

a2 A

7

/ / v/ . // LA
ke gy arde Faf pidins VI el

Name: el

7 T
Representing: - <
Addaress: oL '7[_. [FINTTVIIIE 77 dd i

.
WINKECHAN A2 £5245
Date: o ;Lo

LOLA T. NEWTON
AC STAR ROUTE BOX 4203 WINKELMAN, AZ 83292

COMMENT : DRAFT SAFFORD DISTRICT RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN

Issue: Public access to roads in western Aravaipa Canyon

Comment: The BLM proposal to open roads to public access in this
area can have only negative impact on a sensitive envirenmental
area and current residents. Over the past three years,

there has already been & steady increase in; traffic, dust
poliution, and vandalism —— including damage to a windmill,
corrals, and fences.

Further, until the sheriff’s office sent personnel to patrol on
several holiday weekends, we had incidents of blatant trespassing,
threats, and every type of human garbage tossed on the stream
banks, into the water, and along the road. We have an onging
problem with trash and garbage as it is.

Opening the roads to the public will not only increase the number
of people and vehicles coming to the area, but will alsc
exacerbate all the problems. Individuals who have so little
regard for the environment are not going to behave any better when
they have open access to the high country. Moreover, open access
will be an invitation to use the more remote areas for all types
of illegal activities, especially drug related.

The BLM is certainly not going to monitor problems along Aravaipa
Road; and, obviously, the Agency could never have encugh staff to
enforce regulations for use of access roads or land in the high
country. Currently, property owners do, at least, provide some
contrel of persons using their private roads for access.

We recognize that federally owned lands belong to the public and
that the public should have reasonable access. Nonetheless, we
feel that the BLM should be looking at other routes of access,
even if it entails future road building to the north of Aravaipa
Canyon and in from the San Pedro River valley.

We respectfully request that proposals to purchase or acquire
right-of-way over private roads in western Aravaipa be deleted
from the Resource Managesent Plan.

Finally, we appreciate that the BLM has been a good neighbor in

the Canyon.
/LHE“\.,

March 10, 1990
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8425 North 56th Avenue
G endal e, Arizona 85302

(602) 937-6536

March o . 19930

Mr. Steve Knox
RMP Team Leader
BLM

425 E. 4th street
Safford, Az 85546

Dear Mr. Knox,

I am in receipt of the Safford District RMP/EIS. |
congratulate you and your co-workers on this good piece of work.

I have a couple of coments regarding your preferred alternative.

Aternative g should be the preferred alternative because {t;
has higher nunber of ACEC acres
greater nunber of acres closed to OH'

= recommends the San Francisco river as suitable for inclusion
in the WId & Scenic River System
this alternative stresses conservation nore than A or (

I like the definition of limited OHV use, whereas these vehigles
will be confined to existing roads and jeep trails as identified
in your review process. Option C is unacceptable as far as ggy
use is concerned.

I like your management of the San Pedro RNCA and the idea of
building Tinber Draw Dam on the San Sinon. " approve your
filing for as nmany in-stream water flows as possible.

Pl ease continue to enphasize recreation and wildlife protection

and reduce grazing and mining activities. You are the stewards
of the nicest BIM lands 1n Arizona. Thank Yyou.

Gabfiel zinsli
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Vear Tr Knox . March 16, 1990

Please sunmlrt m‘fcrna*\u\v_ ®» W upur RMP
At provides Ha' best FYOTECTlOl’L Gor He Q%v,w‘vra o
muleshoe-~as well an other awas

Arizovee n vapidly becormn ovcr»?cfuhﬁd ©
Tow W the Time 15 Ql&se_rve, \:L\ ortamt gmuiron -
mentol aas ~b yvo’ﬁcff &wm&‘n‘m,:t wildhfe

A tho O%(me, a Brovco, A Seel Tt "y \mfmﬁ’un{t
to cester .

q ‘nSon HEH(\%/;\%LW\\ werk with Yo Mature

CO\'&Q\'V‘&!\Cu\ o ach wisdy.
5”’\“&\“& Yous,
: o

Arwans

March 16, 1990

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land  Management

425 E. 4th  Street

Safford, A2 85546

Gentlemen:

I am writing to you regarding the high country south of Aravaipa Creek;
specifically the old Woods Ranch Allotment at the West End.

As a horse owner. 1 feel that this area has great potential for trail

ri g. It is within a reasonable distance from Tucson and many riders
would welcome the wuse of trails in this area.

We hope that it N]H not be opened to ORV use. There ate roads that
occasional d-whee'(-drivers can use. There are roads that could stand some
CRV use, but any unlimited opening could PrOVe€ to be extremely detrimental
to the land. These watersheds above the Creek are important to this
riparian area, if erosion i3 caused by off-road driving the area could be
ruined.

We hope you will think favorably about horseback and hiking use.
Sincerely,

‘1%;7{};/ («(cm,‘_/

Kristih Coleman
Member, Pima Trails Association
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1507 Placlta Travis
6reen Valley. AZ 86514

March 17, 1990

Steven Knox, RMP Team Leader

Bureau 01 Land Management
425 E. 4th Street

Safford, A2 85546

Dear Mr Knox,

| am writing to support Altemative 8 for the Resource Management Plan
I think It will be the best alternative to protect the Aravaipa and Muleshoe
areas because It restricts cattle grazing and off highway vihicle use.

| am a hlker and a blrdwatcher and | value any action to preserve the
natural beauty gf the Arizona wildlife and plants

Sincerely.

Bhanor Crosds

Sharon  Creeden
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126 La Soledad
Green Valley, AZ 85614
March 16, 1990

M. Sieve Kaox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau Of land Management
425 E 47th Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

I't has Cofig to my attention that the BLM is considering several plans
in regard to management of the wilderness areas of Aravaipa and Muleshce.

My husband and | are avid hikers and have hiked in the Aravai pa Creek
area both last year and this year. It is a beautiful wilderness area and
we would be SOrry tao learm of any plan that would change its present use.

| realize that you are always under pressure from special interest groups
to change the use of theland to benefit them specj,f]_cally. However, ii
is inportant, too, to consider what 1g best for the land in the long term
and what is best for the future generations of Americahs who love the land
for its sheer beauty

Of the four alternative plans that have been proposed, | feel that Plan B
would best protect the wilderness habitat, wildlife & flora. | would urge
you to inplement Plan 8 andto work closely with the Nature Conservancy

and  accept their help and advice.

sincerely,

ety Gttt

Helen 2aukas

Stowe. Koop RN P Team
tas £ yHgy
sw,/iz g5 54
dear. S
WQ—M»
JMW¢%
e BATH e Fear
arcaw . Flen. B A
L. Natoire. Conser

4o A B
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221 w. La Canoa
Green Valley, Az. 85614
March 19, 1990

Bufesu %nfox'[an Tl\elgrq;genl_eenat?er.

L25E 4th street,

Safford, Az 85546

Dear» Steve  Knox::

[ strongly ' support Aternative B for the Aravaipa and Muleshoe

Areas where it is nost inmportantt that Off Hghway \Vehicles,, as

well . as Cattle Gazing,, be restricted..

Aong with nine other people, [ hiked! Aravaipa Canyon in Cctober
dfter waiting a year to feceive the: pernit. It was a rare andi
breathtaking  experience. Aravaipa Canyon iz a National Treasure @
that: should be: earefully protected from overuse and abuse: because :

of Its riparian vegetation, . archaeological 1 sites: and wildlife ha-
bitat: go that: #uture . generations  mmyr enjoy them as we gre now doing. -
I urge your toy work: closely with the Nature Conservancy---Accept s their
Advice and Help---Everyone will Hbenefit. .

Sincerely,

(VRO N <
Marian Smamn{?m
602-625-6644+
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MEMORANDUM from the desk of
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March 18, 1990

Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader

Bureau ¢f, Land Management
425 E. &—-S¢,
Safford. Az. 85546

Dear Sir,

| hare been privilaged with an opportunity to read the Safford
District R.M.P. and E.I.S. [t certainly appears to be a thorough
study for your area of concern. AS @ frequent Visitor to many of
the areas covered by the study my analysis of the report leads me
to urge you to reconsider the choice of Alternative A as the
“preferred alternative’: Other approaches are available which can
be much more restrictive on some issues and still preserve the
multiple use concept. Alternative B would be a great step forward
in protecting archeological and paleontological sites, over-grazing
in critical areas. Big Horn Sheep lambing areas and delicate

riparian Vvegetation. It would also close additional sensitive areas

to off highway vehicle use.

We must all act wisely and decisively now tg protect our vanishing

wild areas. This can be done without ignoring the rights of hunfers,

fishermen or QHV users. Alternative Bwill accomplish all these
things much more effectively than the “preferred” alternative as
designated in the RMP and EIS.

Sincerely,
William DP. Fritz

90¢ Quail Dr.
Green Valley, Az. 85614
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1322 Condesa Primera
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85718
17 March 1990

Mr. Steve Knox
Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
425 E 4th Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

| would like to make coment on the draft RMP/EIS for the Safford
District. Through the 1980s, our nation_ went through an attempt to go
back to the 1950s. It did not work. The world, the nation, and oqur
state are not like they were four decades ago, and we cannot go back.
The  inpossibilit of the *qo00d old days" is the conpound product of
propulatr[r%n grow% (from lS%to 251 rT¥II|_on) and tg%hnologlpcal i npacts.
hose inpacts do not stop at the state line, but are connected to
global climte_ demand for our  products, and patural cycles of water,
Carbon, etc. The latest news of computer modelling of ~ global ~climite
envisions increasing heat and drought, the kind that grew little grass
In the past summer, mmking intensive grazing eve' more inpossible than
it has been recently.

Hence planning for use of ga national resource 4n the form of
public lands in southeastern Arizona cannot be limitedto the
viewpoint of traditional |ivestock arazina and huntipa, Just as sure
as there is a BLM the images of cowpokes in the saddle and qun racks
in the pickup is fading to a last refuge in the novies. Theré is nore
demand for the service Tfunctions of natural lands than for the beef,
mre need for protection of natural systems than provision for
vehicul ar access. There is also nore need for informationthan what is
currently available in the DEIS and the assumotions underlying the
al ternatjves. T}}F only alternative that approaches a' ecosystem view
alternative B, "has inm common wth A and C the rebuilding of roads that
caused previous erosion (e.g. Virgus Canyon Road,, erosion that is
inconpatible with "Management Concern 7- Vegetation", p. 40.

The Galiuro Mountain system has been the scene of not nere
predator control, but if news accounts have been accurate, of
prolonged aqonizing deaths for black bear. bogdv mitilations of killed
cougar. The-causal-nature of the predator problem has not been
addressed, so we have nothing to refute the grapevine notion that
over-harvesting of native ungulates has left the predators without
sufficient natural prey. hence a' aggrevated demand for domestic stcok

as the food source.  Open Lg) more roads, increase deer harvest, and
what will that do for predator and rancher?

Vehicular access to natural lands |s rendered obsolete by wider
concerns of energy conservation, biological diversity, carbon dioxide
Inbal ance from excessive burning of fossil fuels and devegetation such
as results from vehicular abuse and overgrazing by domestic stock.

To run bulldozers back into the south rim uplands above Arivaipa,
which are already showing poor ability to heal from past insults, is
to ignore the writing on the wall: brute force is no longer the
solution to our needs. The hunting and grazing pressures cannot be
sustajned. There are sinply too many of us to hunt, and any short-term
alleviations wll Dbe seen in the ronger run to have bee" “unsustainable
land degredation.

Sinilarly. the Arizona econony is no longer dependent on beef
production, ‘but on urban-based technol ogies. ality of life will
becone increasingly a mtter of patural contrasts and escapes,  careful
watershed managenment. —protection of biotic diversity and natural
heritage. This has, in part, been the thrust of recent Arizona
wilderness legislation, which has rovided another contrast to this
RMP/DEIS which seems a nostalgic Safford of the 50s view put cows on
the Timted grass and jeeps of hunters on the uplands.

Considering what we taxpayers nust pay for, ultimately, in
downstream flood control, recovery plans for T & E species, range-
menagenent subsidies to cover what grazing fees do not nmeet, and the
host = of social costs of land abuse, the time for the Bureau to |eave
the 50s is now. You have a very lnmportant role in the national
ecology, but not that envisioned in past land use patterns.

Hence | wurge a nodification of Aternative B to include the "no
ﬁtlion“ alternative as regards re-opening of rutted roads into the
117s”"  Thank Yyou.

?::jrely yours,
] 400,

Dr. William A. Calder
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1742 K. Louls Lane
Tucson, Az. 85712
March 18, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox,

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 $. 4th Street
Safford, Az. 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

It is my understanding that your office is soliciting public input
regarding increased protection for the Sagle Creek area with its
cave which serves as a maternity colony for Tadarida lxasiliensls.

The Mexican free-tailed hat and the Eagle Creek Cave have special sig-
nificance for me since 1 spent my early childhood in Norenci where my
father was a mining engineer and the bulk of my professional life as a
professor at the University of Arizona. There I was involved, with some
of my graduate students, in research on bat physiology. In connection
with that we joined Dr. Cockrum's students annually in a study trip to
Eagle vave for the purpose of banding bats. Thus, I have known of the
cave and have been interested in the bats for most of my life.

I am now retired and have not been to the cave for quite a few years.
It is my understanding, however, that the population is greatly reduced
partly due to the excessive use of pesticides in the Yaqui and Mayo
Valleys of Mexico and partly due tp local factors imn Arizcna. I have
seen the results of pesticides (presumably) in ¥Mexico where the grounds
in front of caves used for stop-overs during the Tadarida migration
were virtually paved with bat bones and the populations of living bdats
within dropped alarmingly. If it were not for the fact that Tadarida is
amagingly resistant to such poisons, the species would have been extinct
long ago. Certainly it needs all the help we can give it now. The value
in terms of insect control in the Safford Valley alone is enough reason
aside from the many other considerations.

As a child I recall that the population of bats at Bagle Cave was very large
though I had no way then of knowing how large. When I was last there we
estimated it at somewhere between 20 and 30 million. This was based on

the fact that they occupied all of the space down to our waist level.

The number caught in a butterfly-net and estimates of the total area of
occupation led to these figures -- and we didn’'t even count the area

within the large crack in the roof of the cave because we had no way of
measuring it even roughly !

The area has historic value that is also worth protection in my opinicn.

The frult trees growing near the cave (I assume some still survive) belong-
ed to a man by the name of Miguel Szto. I remember visiting him and staylng
several days in his open shack when I was about 9 years old. de weziked

down to the junction with the Gila River where he caught a mud turtle.

The turtle was added to the pot of beans when we returned and proved to

be pretty good eating ! I also recall camping with my parents in the

grotto upstream from the pump station on Eagle Creek.

The canyon has unique bea‘,’t.y with its high conglomerate walls and viparian
bottom. Not many years ago we saw signs of beaver cuttings on the edges
of the stream and an impressive list of other wildlife regularly seen in
the canyon could easily be compiled. I'm sure you are as aware of that
situation as anyone,

If there is anything that I can do to help insure adequate protection for

+-¢ hagle Creek area and especially for the cave, I hope you will contact
me. Ny telephone number in Tucson is (502) 326-5079

VYery sincerely,

Wy
2N -
Wm. JL FcCauley

Professor emerit
Biological Sciences
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l:“n'xlxwo_w UNITED STATES
(April 1984) DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIGR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Plan Name

Safford IRDISTFIC(‘,

RECORD OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Name(s) of Individual(s) or Group(s)

Location of Contract

telephong (916 -752-3200) o (1245)
Bureau Interviewer(s) ar Moderator(s)

Diane Drobka
T T —

(JPhase I — Review of Ananal Schedule and Projected New Starts

[ Phase I — Scoping to Guide Planning (Issue Identification, Planning Criteria, and Planning Information)

a Phase Il — Review of Draft Plan gnd Draft Eavironmental Impact Statement
Phase IV — Review of Menagement Decisions including Changes from Protests and Governcr Review

[] Phase V — Review of Plan Use and Implementation

E T TRy " FETT VR Y VT RYIT
——
X[ 1ndividual Contact (] Small Group Discussion {] Public Meeting {T) Written Statements

[ Questionnaires or Surveys [} Other (specify)

Summarize briefly public input. (Use additional sheets if necessary. Attach worksheets, rosters, press releases, etc. as ap-
propriate.)

M. Schwab called to tall Us he SUPPorts
Incraased protection for Eagle Creek BatCave,

Drepared by Date
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348¢ s. Via del Papagayo
Green Valley, Arizona 85614

March 21, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader
Rureau Of Land Managcment

425 East 4th street

Safford, Arizona 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

Because | am deeply concerned about the condition of
the aravaipa and Muleshoe areas, | strongly urge you to adopt
Alternative 8 for protecting these areas.

Alternative B will restrict the wuse of off-highway

vehi cl es, improve wildlife habitats, protect the big horn
sheep, and in many other ways preserve the beauty of this
exceptional  natural area. If the BLM will work with the

Nature Conversancy and accept their help and advice and
adopt Alternative B, these worthy goals can be achieved.

Your help wll be greatly appreciated by this concerned
citizen.

Sincerely yours,

Q?/A/Z)Qv a4 fa;ﬁ,

Milton P. Foster
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47-2

THE SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE

“monwl.ugwm

22 March 1990

Steve Knox. RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Manaaement
425 E. dthstreet
safford, AZ 83546

Dear Steye,
In pursuit o f gyr discussion of 21 March 1990, here arethe
comments of the San Carlos Apache Tribe, Recreation
Wildlife Department, regarding the Safford District RMP:

1) The map that 1§ Included }n the draft RMP should not be
puplished 1nt h e  final report, unlessitis modified to
correct the southern boundary of the San Carlos Apache
Regervation, specifically that portion borderingthe
Coronado Natitnal Forest.

2) The Ranch Creek road. or the road g01ng south from
Cutter to the reservation boundary. should not be O0Ope&n to
the general public. It should remain under ity present
status, | .., whereby any non-tribal member on it is
required to have in possession a san (arlos recreation,
hunting, or fishingpermit. In addition, the road should be
gated and locked (by eithet the BLM or the tribe) at the
reservation boundary. to alleviate some of the
surveillance/enforcement expense to the san Carlos same
ranger program. Eliminating access at this point would also
provide some 1nsurance t o the s a n Carics wildlife management
program that no poaching activitles In the Mescals and Hayes
Mountains would be aided by vehicular access from the south.
The map, of course, should illustrate closures.

This recommendation should cause no hardship to anyone. as
the area south of the TteServation boundary 1S already
accessible from highway 77 1N the Dripping Springs area.
Also, if the BLM permittee would benefit by frequent ACCESS
from the north. the tribe could Provide that PREY30N with a
key to the gate.

RONALD EDWARDS
Vice Chairman

THE SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE

3) cattle allotments should not be provided 1n Ranges 17-
1BE, Townships 3 and &5, west of the confluence of Deer
Creek and Aravaipa Creek. one Qf the most important herds
(economically and aesthetically) of desert Bbighorns 1n the
world frequents this area. both north and south of the
reservat ion boundary.

Bighorns have been historically prone to decimation caused
by cattle-spread diseases. The Aravaipa-San Carlas
population suffered some type of (as yet unknown)
disturbance in 1989-1990, possibly disease related. The San
Carlos Apache Tribe invested approximately $50,000 in the
well~being of this herd in 1989 alone. Willingness-to-pay
for the privelege of hunting sheep of this population has
been upwards of $70,000. The low-profit industry of cattle
ranching should not be allowed to jeapordize this gemstone
of wildlife ecolagy.

S‘ncerely’w W

Brian Czech, wildlife biologist

cc: San Carlos Game & Fish Commissioners, San Carlos
Recreation & Wildlife Department director Jim Higgs

Vica Chasrmen
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Graham CouvnTies.
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YUUP Fival RMP/E/S

Fe. V\//;/v,ve, Klvmp
/?ﬁnTéS‘r
2 Claims

Certified Mail# _P127 567024

?é’ruku @ece;pT‘ f\geréue\s’rei

PROTEST

We protest the Safford District Resource Management Plan and Environmental

Impact Statement, in its entirety and intent.

The intent of the Government and Bureav of Land lanagement is to mansge,
control, steal, acqiire, and teke our Private Property.

We Protest the Governments power and so called legel avenues to propagardize,
brainwash, manipulate, control, menage, steal, teke away, and acguire our
Property and Rights.

We protest the creetion of Javelina Feak, Peloncillo Mtns., &nd Dos Cabezas
¥tns., Wilderness Areas, as &ll three are within our ranch and would cause an
vndue hardship on us, and edversely effect our lives and livelihood.

This is te serve notlce on the Government or anyone that might turn loose

or plant any Animel or Freditor within a 500 mile radius of Bowie, Arizona,
That they are responsible and liable for any end all demages that said

Animal or Preditor might do,

A1l thru the RMP/EIS, the B. L. K. planms to acquire or steal Frivate Property
and access across Privete Property in Coch ise asnd Graham County.

This is to serve notice on the Government and B. L. M. tlat we own a big
portion of this ares, and h ave Grardfethered Rights since 1880,

We OBJECT vehemently to the Government teking awey our property and Hights,

W, Aﬁ//@;? 25/

FEE # 900202571 Kl“mr’ Bros. by Veyne D Klump Date
OFFICIAL RECORDS Box 31¢, Bowie, Arizons 85605 BRI
COCHISE COUNTY . .
DATE HOUR Stete of Arizons, County of{Cmrg
02/09/90 11 3Subscribed &nd sworn to kel e_/c ol thxs»
[24 .
REQUEST OF e .
KLUMP, WAYNE X vy o8 Ledice dggo (o
CHRISTINE RHODES-RECORDER / Cy
H 9. :
FEE 00 PAGES 1 ,kf‘/\,(/z ,4/?7/ ) /E‘jL {\
seeeer 423 msﬁum‘m-\ Kotery Jublic o
e iR Notary Expiration Date _{ S a «£3
900202571 P
“«,."" e FeeNo 613 _ _ Feel

STATE OF ARIZONA. County of Graham--ss. o
| do hereby certify that the within Instrument was 25 e and recordea at tne request or Wayne-Kium
on TEIT o3 TOT 3t r P M. B’OCKE( 423
Page 74  Recordsof Graham County, Arizana. tndexed in _'EI_/E
Witness my hand and official seal the day and year first above written. L
SHIRLEY ANG|

By

o
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CLAIM

The Klumps claim the following describ ed real rrorerty in Cochime Couxty

Arizons in its entirity .

The Klumps claim the followimg described real erty in Graham Count;

A::lnm. in 1ts unt:ri:v:w 78 des property o 411 of Sections 1,12 T3,1A,15,16!“423,14,25 26, 35 &36 SEE Sec, 8, J?Scc 9;
IR A % i, & R

All of Sec, 8 9,10,11 12,13,14,15,16,17,20,21,22,23,24,25,26, 27,25, 29,32 33, A” o T35, B30k

1,35,%; S5k Sec. 13 E4zh Sec, 185 EA Sec. 19, Bb Sec. 30; B Sec. 3
5Bt Se:

1 411 4n 7,115, R.27E. 11 of Sec. 2,3,4,&k11 Of See. 5,6,10,11 N, of S.P.R.R. R,0W, Al|l $n T.145.R.32E,
; s Sk S Sec.32; WhSec.35; All T12S, R.32E.
ﬁiﬁfﬁﬁé e S Seo. N H sec. 35 WS Sec. 265 3 Sec. 2 ifl S 2 ,;;,2;, ,7.,:”9, 1% 16; Wasec.15, MSec.17, MSec.18,
A1 of T.11S, R.28E. pl g 21 6 1'7%(7)}321 27422,29,32,33 Msr&s. 35N45e
ALl of Sec. 16,17,20,21, 22,27,28,29,32,33, 5WiSWt Sec.4; ShSEL Sec,5; A Sec.8j A1l of Sec. 1,1 51 . 532933, ;ﬁxc.u;
S8} Sec.9 Wh Sec.i5s ss§ Sac.js; Bh See.,19; Eb Sec. 303 Ek Sec, 313 S, % s 1 B L3 Hiﬂﬁi&c.x; .30, I
, NBf Sec, 34; Ail in T.103. R9E, ) . W?ﬁﬂg AMl'in T l. .
néég Sec. 3:.,3;,8,9,10;11 13,11.,15,16 17'13’19'5 ,29,30,31,32; S, Whsaz, A of 5'1§s' ‘QHEVF-?E
2%1 ofE‘,:ocSec'., 1’5 in T,118, R 302? 12 A an ToSRas All of 1 2. ke g 79 By Oy g1 "2,73,74,15,16,17,78,"0,f 222,73y 24y 25,26,27,
, - 28 3L S% Sec.19; lwlh‘i ,29 mstsee.33; All in T.13S, R26E,

sfam 3 2 34,3;,36, S b S YRR .04 Al in T.195, B26E,
A11 of sec.36 5. OF S.P.R.R. R.O.W. in T12S. ROSE.
A1l of Sec. 1,12,23,26,27, éZB’B"”' All of Sec. 2°S. of S P.RR R.U.W.j3

Duy olsim and righta dute back to 1880 (Eizhtoeen hundred eighty)and are legally
acquirea and granarathered. We clalmuinis Property &s our private property,

We claim all minerals, coal, oil, gas, water, genthermal, gravel, and all mown

2nd =11 unlmown substances to th e center of the earth. We claimthe air, air S%%;I%%aif.;éisv 29 AN SE-QSHTS': ";%1 Al ms;ﬁl;‘s&seli;;}f’
space, vater, gasses, all living things, all dead things, and  all substances Bl ROR &, SHI Ser ; NéiSec.- A;ENELEQN 'mgisa; W4 SWiSec

to the heavens and beyond. We clsim the right to store and use any and ail Sy S”_' 6 A:’LI 4n T1 o ’2 E. - ’ -5
substances on, above, and under said lands. We declare that this land is outside Sec. 4. R.25

i %SQC ﬂ& -
of any government of governmental agencys control or jurisdiction. The ,‘:;_lz,j‘,:fc ﬂ,},b,dS,%} % 18"9’” A s’;ﬂ;&s,c :'62,‘ sgmgs:c’ 173 scéssic*?c e
government, city, locali, county, state, or federal, shall have no clain whatsoever e Eﬁis; 21: WhSec.29 MSO 32 A|‘|’1n T.125, .R 28E. ‘ e
to any of th e above described vroperty, This land shail not be subject to Al of Secc 2’2 %, 2'5, 35, BS 051 s BiSec28; ShSec. 323 Wi, Sec, 3
emminent domain, taking selzure, steal, or wh atever name or method th at the 54Sec,23 AL T 1?5 % Eec. } o TS 24 TR ‘%Et 333
governuent migh t use to take our property away. Legal access shall be on a ghe c_'.s' 1 T.158. R27E. *
temporary and lease basls only, There srail be no hunting, fishing, twrapping, ¥ Sec, >

or trespassing without prior written permission. Klumps shall not be liable or iuﬁei.‘lsz, S:L;S;g'm' ;11 ;’f E'z’ﬁésuﬁ inE'!' -148. R.28E,

responsibie for demages to anyone. We base our claim on continuous and unintere Hset’ 6 g‘l U;SEES? ec.19 NWiNEESo ° Ef}zs)g * 54 SEd Sec..10 SSE: Jec.11

rupted uss. 'h e intent of the Constitution of the United States of America and dfée 123 NE}NB} cég“sg&c H 'm;‘“’ ?&’ See.1 Cet ”sgé.&'*?" 3

the Homesteed act was to put ail lands into private ownerahip. c; :c C:L' oy SAI’\'W'Sec 35; Sq“ S+s:i«.¢séc pos Alj 1:'1 f;‘: )2:;:, c.27; 211
¢ vec. 243 S A . . s, .

e, M:szsc. 10} waSes, 173 Sxy Nk Toi, ©aNd, BXHNWiSec,18; N, SEf,

— ms.usec.-ne, NEiSec. 21 3 sisﬁs.c.zﬁ, ShSec.26; SptWiSec,27; ShSec.28;

) S . N::,‘, AN}, NiNug, NELS“‘LSBC,Q‘?, H;, %EQ SEZ, SE%NE;Sec.}O; A11 of 5e:.31,

= S

-vnzormzquusnm.sre-sg 00n0. 327 L 33,35,36; N, &“Sec 34 All in

K a. al1o Sec 5,6, ran s, 14 % ze 21' WiSec.11;54, 165 53, BMNiSec.17

9, aecymivmu%mmmml gwdegi L. KLUMP Date B E‘*Scc ;s KE{SOQ.BO, N*Sec 291 111;0 e ¥ » H
MNP X SO TR o €31 State of Arisana, County of Grabas SiSec.63 Al Of Sec.7,18,411 in 1143, F3CE,

o5 my hand and cifial e the cay and Subseribed ange 'Q‘?g

¢ “4g before me on thi§
N \\\ i\ s,
e .

PEE § 900202570
OFFICéAL GF§§'5$$DS
Bg_l(}gﬂ e HOUR
02708790 1 1

. e REQUEST OF
SRS A B 900202570 KLUMP, WAYNE

CHRISTINE  RHODES- RECORDER
FEE : 9.00 PAGES : 2
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CLAM page 2

Our claim and rights date back to 1880 (Eighteen hundred eighty) and are
legally acquired and grandfath ered. We claim this property as our private
property. We claim all minerais, coai, oil, gas, water,geothermal, gravel, and
2ll known and all ufiknown substences to the center of the earth, We claim

the air, air space, water, gasses, all laving things, all dead thangs, and any
and all sibstances to th e heavens and beyond. We claim the right to store

and use any and all substances on, above, and under said lands.

We dacisre that this land is outside of any government or governmental

agen:ys control or jurisdictior. Th e government , city,local,county,state, or
federal sh £11 h ave no claim whatsoever to any of tne above described property.
This Land shail not be subject to emminent domein, taking, seizure,stesl, or
whkatever name or methed that the government might use to take ouwr property away.
Legmlamcess shall be on a temporary and lesse basis only.

There shaii be no b unting, Tishing, trapping, or trespessing without prior
written permission. Klumps shall not be liable or responsible for damages to
8DJONE. W hage our claim on continuous and uninterrupted use » and the intent
of th e Constitution of the lnited States of America and the homestead act

vas to put all lands into private ownership,

W. FLOMP

= Hot. tary k‘ub]zz( T

Notary Expiration Date

900202573

1

RECEIVED
BUREAL OF LARD MANAGENENT

g/ MAR 2 3 1330

NA 1 _SAFFORD. mﬂm[

Lo
CONSERVANCY =]
New Meico Field Office 107 Cienega Stredtet Sty Fe NeWMeXich 8
D S o v
- v
March 20, 1990 ETET
Ray A. Brady, District Manager I R

Safford District Office
Bureau of ILand Management
safford, A2 85536

Dear Mr. Brady:

Thank you for your letter of February 28 explaining your position on the San Simon
Cienega.

As noted .Ln the excerpt that I pmv1ded you from my 1990 report to the BIM,

101), recomerﬂatlcms for pmtecnon desxgnatlon for this site are ccxnpllcated by
the fact that the San Simon Cienega overlies two states and, therefore, is under
the jurisdiction of two BIM Districts. The cienega, of course, should be
considered as an integral biological unit, irrespective of political boundaries.
since the final decision on management of the cienega rests with the Las Cruces
District and will be enunciated through the Mimbres Resource Area Management Plan
which is Que to be released in 1992, we ask that the Safford District RMP include a
statement to the effect that the San Simon Cienega was considered for ACEC status
but not designated pending further evaluation under the Mimbres RMP planning
process.

The other concern of the New Mexico Nature Conservancy relates to the proposed
Guadalupe Canyon ONA ACEC, the management of which again, should invelve both
Arizera and New Mexice BIM Districts. DInclosed are copies of pages 82-84 fvam
1990 report to the BIM cited above. You will note that we have recomerded that
the entire 3,691-acre existing ing Natural Area be designated as an ACEC,
with a boundary that would include both the New Mexico and Arizona portions of the
ONA.

apart from that recomendation, we urge that more of Baker Canyon and its drainage

5' - l l be included in the final RMP. My visit to Baker Canyon with Safford District

persomnel in May, 1986, convinced me that at least the lower three miles of the
canyon contains important biclogical values that are complementary to the main
Guadalupe Canyon. At a minimm we recommend that T24S R32E Sec. 2 and 11 and T23S
R32E South 1/2 Sec. 35 be included in the final ACEC. This is a small portion of
the much laxger ACEC proposed under Altermative B in the Draft RMP. We do not have
sufficient information to comment on whether more of the Alternative B ACEC lards
should be included in the final designation.
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51-2

Ray A.
March 21, 1990
Page 2

We agree w'}th the pi management prescriptions for the Guadalupe Caryon ONA
ACEC contained in your Preferred Alternative with the following exception. The
livestock prescription should include additional language as underscored, "develop
and implement an allot':nent management plan to manage livestock that will minimize
ct on ri 3 ." In general the Draft RMP appears to be well thouwdht ocut
ard easn)_t unde_rstood We cammend the plamners for their careful consideration in
recommending protection measures for critical biological resources.

We appreciate the cpportunity to comment on this plan. Please retain the New
g/b:;co tF\e\d Ofice of The Nature Conservancy on your mailing |ist for the Safford
istric

Sincerely,

oo .

william W. Durmire
Public Lards Coordinator

WWD/as

cc:  Area Manager, Mimbres Resource Area, BIM
Peter Warren, AZFO

GUADRIDFE CANYON, HIDAICO COUNTY

Guadalupe Canyon, located at the southern end of the Pelancillo Mountains in the

cormer of New Mexico, is known as one of the premier areas in the U.S.
fordlvz:sityofbudspecisimludhgnnyﬁatueanyhmﬁuthmcanym
and a few other sites. The area was recosmended for consideration for special
‘management: by
arvey. A biclogical investigaf Qmsexvarq
Exteban Mzldavin in 1987 and the canyon was visited by Domire in May, 1986.
mdﬂmevisitsaﬂmottarmfxmp:wimhmﬂgaﬁius,
another site visit in 1989 was not deemed necessary.

The overlapping of Chiluahuan Desert, Soncran Desert and Sierra Madrean
biogesgmephic provinces coupled with perernial flowing water in Guadalupe Canyon

Yauguelina , a State Endangered, Federal Candidate plant, is known in New
Mexico only from this area. There are no known other Federal or State listed
eﬁarqe:edplantsmtanmberofstatelistedsasmweplantsmrue
including Anisacanthus thurberi, Oerastium texapum, Jpamopeis xmoambiil, Galis
pilosa, Penstenon supexrbys, Sageretia wrightiil. Senecio saliams, Sohecralces

The listed animals in Guadalupe Canyon and vicinity are even wmore impressive. The
area is noted for its high diversity of bat species including the southemn ow
bat, a State Endangered mamwal. But it is the avifauna for which Guadalupe
cznymmmtsduorld;dﬂe The State birds that are regularly ar
oocasionally found here include Bell's vireo, buff-collared nightjar, common black-
4 ofh—injaizds(violet—

blllekonj-:j.:d and varied burting. smtewmmmsmmm
Colorado River toad. smteaﬂamuedmlsfmtﬁemﬂegrmmt
snake, Gila monster, mountain skink, and giant spotted whiptail.

Other Resource Values
Undoubtedly archaeclogical and cther cultural resources exist here but no survey

Mimbres Resource Area: SMA Survey
Page 82
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Relevance and Importance

This area clearly meets the relevance criteria because it has significant wildlife
resources in the mmerous species that enter the U.S. from Mexico including many
threatened and endangered animals. 'meazeanmrsulenmorramecntenabezuse
of the nationa)l significance of the avifauna and unigue botanical ard plant
commnity resources. The area was evaluated for National Natural Iandmark status
in 1982 (Dick-Peddie, 1982) amd was judged to have the highest national
significance.

ia1 i
This area currently is designated as an Outstanding Natural Area which restricts
energy mineral leasing (USDI, 1976). The New Mexico portion of Guadalupe Canyon is
adjacent to an ACEC proposed in the Preliminary Draft Safford Rescurce Area
Management Plan which is currently under public review. It is recammended that
management prescriptions for this ACEC parallel those for the adjacent ACEC in
Arizona. Private inheldings should be acquired as they become available.

Sarent—jand-Yse

The proposed ACEC is surrounded by a cambination of private and public land.
Livestock grazing and public recreation, mainly birdwatching, is the principal land
use. The proposed Guadalupe Canyon ONA/ACEC in the BIM Safford District is on
adjacent land in Arizona to the west.

BourglaryRecommendations

The entire area within the existing Cutstanding Natural Area is recammended for
ACEC designation, a total of 3,691 acres. This boundary includes both the New
Mexico and Arizona portions of the NA. The Draft Safford District RMP/ELS
proposed the Arizona portion as an ACEC (USDI, 1989c). A map is not included in
this report, since the boundary is contingent upon the final Safford District RMP.

Further sty Needed
None known at this time.

Evaluation Sumary

This area is highly recammended for ACEC designation because of the a(traordmarv
diversity of planrt and animal Species coupled with the great mmber of endangered
animals, especially birds.

Mimbres Resource Area: SMA Survey
Page 83

Fhoto 43. The overlapping of the Chihuahuan Desert, Sonorah
Desert arv Sierra Madrean biogeographic provinces results in
extraordinary biol ogical diversity in the proposed Quadal upe
Canyon ACEC.

Photo 44. The sycamore—dominated riparian area of (uadal upe
canyon provides a nigration corridor for many Mexican
wildlife species.

Mimbres Resource Area: SMA Survey
Page 84
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PZWANEVELD.

BURLAU OF N n \NAGEMENT
SAFFORL Gio!: ST OFFICE

425 E. 4th STREET

SAFFORD, ARIZONA 85546

Jol®
(602) 426~4040 4600,

(045) ? iy
FER 281990

Mr, William W. Dummire

The Nature Conservancy

New Mexico Fileld Office
107 Cienega Street

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Dunmire:

Thank you for your letter oun the Safford District Resource Management Plan
and, more specifically, on the San Simon Clenega.

As background information, the Safford District has never received any formal
ACEC nominations from The Nature Conservancy on the San Simon Cienega., 1he
listing in the Draft RMP was In reference to ar ioformal in—house nowination
for which no supporting documentation was ever supplied. Since this was an
iunformal nomination, it probably should nut hLave appeaxed in the Chapter 3
table.

We reviewed the area, however, and did not feel that the San Simon Cienega wet
the relevance and importance criteria. While we felt that there may be some
wildlife values 1o the area that could meet the relevance criterion, we did
not have enough hard data to confirm that. We did not know of anything that
would meet the lwportauce criterion. 1IKC's ovn nomination to the Mimbres
Resource Area seems to reflect our conclusions. Our conclusions should have
been included in tlhe Draft RMP but were inadvertently omitted.

As to the request on background informatjon on the Arizena portion of the San
Simon Cienega, the Las Cruces District would bLe the best source. The Las
Cruces Districr wmanages those public lands in Arizona that are part of the San
Simon Cienega sad they would be the source of any resource Jata. The Arizona
Game and Fish Department in Tucson (Rick Gerhart (¢02) £28-5376) may have some
acditional iuformation on this area.

I hope this letter gives you the information you meed. I1f you have eny addi-
tional information that might cause us to re-evaluvate this area, please let us

know. Also, if you have any furtner questiouns, please give me or
Pete Zwaneveld a call.

Sincerely,

Ray A. Brady

i

THE
NATURE
CONSERVANCY

New Mexico Field Office 107 Cienega Street |

Jarwary 30, 1990

425 E 4th Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

We appreciate receiving a copy of the Draft Safford District Rasource Management
Plan/EIS. Before we formally camment on the plan, I need some additional
information.

The San Simon Cienega is a riparian wetlard thaf was originally nominated for ACEC
cansideration. Table 3-5 (p. 150) of the draft states that the area is not
qualified for ACEC study. There appears to be no explanation or raticnale for this
in Appendix 2-ACEC Evaluations.

The New Mexico Nature Conservancy has just campleted an evaluation of the BIM
Mimbres Resource Area for potential special management areas. The New Mexico
portion of the San Simon Cienega was one of 29 sites identified and evaluated, per
the enclosed copy from my report.

Please provide me with background information on the Arizona portion of the San
Simon Cienega (including the CCC Lake area) which would have led to your conclusion
that the relevancy/importance criteria for ACEC designation is not met here.

Willian W. Durmire
Publicrands Coordinator
WWD/as

cc: Pete Warren, AZFO

Enclosure
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MIMERES RESOORCE AREA, BUREAD OF LAND MANAGFMENT

As«nveytoldexﬂfyardevaluateslteswmhm
the Mimbres Resource Area that may meet the
agency's relevance/inportance criteria for designation as
Areas of Critical Envircimental Concern

Prepared for the Bureau of Land Management

by
The Nature
New Mexico Field Office
William W. Dumire, Principal Investigator

Jamuary 15, 1990
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SAN SIMON CIENEGA, HIDALGO OOUNTY

This area, about 15 miles north of Rodeo, NM, was once a productive waterfowl
site. The New Mexico Dept. of Game and Fish constructed a lake and several ponds
in the late 1940's but San Simon Creek stopped flowing in 1952, probably due to
the pumping of the subsurface water table for agricultwral irrigation. In 1966
NM G&F along with AZ F&G initiated a program aimed at restoring habitat for the
Mexican duck which was Federally Listed at the time. When the Mexican Duck was
removed fram the Endangered Species List in 1978, the expensive pumping of water
to fill the cienega was halted, Cottorwoods died, dikes were breached and the
area gradually lost much of its riparian character. Today the only large body of
permanent water is OOC Lake on San Simon Creek on the Arizona side. The area was
recamended for consideration for special management largely based on a high
degree of Wwessmss in this site in the past and the mumercus records of
endangered animal species, mostly dating back to the time when true cienega
conditions prevailed. The area was visited by Dumire and Barlow on August 14,
following the overflight of the area by Durmire, Florence and Wootten, on July
12, 1989.

Biglogical Val

Today a few shallow ponds remain on the New Mexico side, most of which are
silting in and being infiltrated by cattail and salt cedar. There are stands of
Fremont cottarwoods on higher ground an the east side of the cold cienega but
there is no sign of younger trees or cottorwood reproduction. Bordering the
shallow pords and cattail marshes is a mesquite/alkali sacaton grass habitat type
with a low diversity of forbs especially armuals such as sunflowers. Grazing
impacts are heavy in this zone. The higher ground surrounding this cienega
supports a mesquite/crecsote bush habitat type typical of the desert pavement in
this region.

In 1986 Durmire abserved a black-shouldered kite roosting in the cottorwoods at
the southern end of the cienega. In 1989 Merhege (pers. camm.) reported three
pairs of Harris hawks in the area, an increase over previous recent years. The
area probably still supports a population of Bell's vireos, a State Endangered
species, ard the presence of State Endangered ground-doves, is still probable
within the general area, K However, it is unlikely that other endangered species
formerly fourd here such as the Gila chub and olivacecus cormorant are present in
the area today.

Other Desaurce Values

San Simon Creek is rich in pueblo period archeological sites but there is no
known survey for the cienega area.

Relevance and Tmportance

Because Of the gradual deterioration of this arga gver the y- it is difficult

to make a case for San Simon Cienega meeting the relevanceyimportance criteria

Mimbres Resource Area: SMA Survey
Page 99

for a biological ACEC. If the 1/3 of thecxeneg that spills into Arizona were
to be included, a strorger case could be made. However, the Safford Resource
Area has declined to designate this as an SMA in their current Resource
Management Plan, therefore only the New Mexico portion could be considered here.
In 1974 the area was evaluated arxd recamended for designation as a National
Natural landmark (Potter, 1974) but changes here over the past 15 years surely
have lowered the significance of this area.

Special Masassmest Attention

The las Cruces/Lordsbury MFP Amen.ment/l-:rs (USDI, 1983) established restrictions
on energy mineral leasing in the cienega to protect wildlife and riparian

habitat. In 1981 the San Simon Cienega Habitat Management Plan was revised with

new abjectives includirng waterfowl habitat management, terrestrial management for

deer and javelina, emphasis on avifauna, and limited recreation. This plan

called for the reduction of water use and discontiruation of pumping.

Qurrent Iand Use

The area surrounding the potential ACEC is a cambination of public, state and
some private land. Qurrent general use of this are is low intensity ranching.

Bandary Desesssinlsis,

A precise boundary is not recommernded here since the Safford, AZ, Resource Area
has stated that the portion of the cienega in Arizona should not be included in
any proposed ACEC (Zwaneveld, pers. camm.}. The two Resource Areas need to come
to same kind of agreement before a boundary can be proposed.

Baluation-Sumary

The area is marginally recammended for ACEC designation because of the riparian
and cienega cammnity which supports a large mmber of waterfowl and other bird
species, assuming that an agreement can be made with the Safford Resource Area to
give the entire cienega special management attention.

Mimbres Resource Area: SMA Survey
Page 100
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March 23, 1990

Bureau Of Land Management
425 E. 4th street
Safford, AZ 85546

Att": Steve Knox

| have reviewed the Safford District Resource Management Pl an
Environnental  Impact Statement Draft dtd January 1990, and subnmit
comments herein.

| am synpathetic to the desire for BIM to designate areas and to
"block up" land ownership to accomodate/facilitate the federal
progr ans and char ge. However, as a" owner that has invested
rather heavily inlands within two of the proposed areas | am a
little more than concerned about the negative financial inpact
the BLM programwill no doubt have on future values of private
lands within the subject areas prescribed by BIM, Zoning and use
of the properties will unquestionably be influenced by BLM
presence along Wwth their progran(s), thereby stiffling
opportunities for development within the private sector. It
seens that such a' owner would have little or no option regarding
the use of his property other than trade it, at a value
controll ed nostly through the market nade prinmarily by BLM, for
other properties that BLM has designated as disposable. Mich  of
the disposable properties that remain available are light vyears
from being of wuse to anyone, if ever. The present nethodology of
property appraising predicated on the free nmarket system is
abrogated under this plan, leaving the private |and ‘owner to
deconpose financially.

Qher comments regarding the draft:

(1) Alternative A - Summary page iii 2nd pare:
. . ..provide nmoderate benefits to vildlife habitat and high
benefits to riparian vegetation.
-l Cbservati on: Appears to nme to be a sonewhat contradictory
stat enent.

4455 East Camelback Road ® Suite 290E ® Phoenix, Arizona 85018 e Telephone (602) 952-8312

Steve Knox

Bureat of Land Management
March 23, 1990

Page Two

(2) Alternative A = Summary page iii 4th pare:
. ..restrictions on mineral material sales would have a |ow
inpact on segments of the local econony dealing wth
materjals extraction and explerationm.

Chservati on: This is a general statement which |I'm sure
with adequate research would be found to be Untrue in one or
more  specific instances.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

J#E. Warne, J;

JWT/gg
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Western New Mexico University

‘22 March, 1990
Faculty Senate

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing in regard tc protection of the Eagle Creek Bat Cave. I

am familiar with the cave, having waorked there in the early 139607s.
spent 3 or 4 days banding 35,000 Tadarida brasiliensis at that time.

We
Band

returns from these came from as far away as Sinaloa, Mexico; Carlsbad and

Silver City, New Mexicno. The evening flight was a spectacle that I

shall

never forget. We estimated about € to 8 million bats occupying the cave at
that time.: We calculated the amount of food consumed each might based on
size, amount and kinds of insects. Our estimate was that 40 tons of insects
were consumed each night. from the direction and heighth of flight, we
suspected that the main feeding area was over the Safford Valley. The few

food samples that we took included mostly weevils.

Keeping this in mind, I think it 1is important that an AL

established in the viciaity of the bhat cave tao protect this val

EC be
uable

resource. And, I think it 1is important that a fence as well as a very
substantial gate be established arcund the zave entrance to exclude pecple.

The preservation of this <colany is cbvicusly important, not onl

y for

escteric and biclogical reasons, but for the benefit of the farmers and
ranchers down stream. I urge the authorities in charge to do whatever is

possible to keep the colony at maximum potential. There are relativel
large Tadawida roosts in  the Southwest and each needs to be taken car

y few
e of,

left unmolested and protected. The larger the colony, the greater the

benefit to nearby communities.

As an incidental aside, I applaud any effort to set aside a portiaon

of the Eagle Creek riparian forest for protection. The other wildli
these uncommon places are important to  our culture and 1life. EY=3

fe of
human

population increases more and more in Arizona and New Mexico, these places

become increasingly important to our heritage and well being.

Thank you for your attention. T

Sincerely urs,
- j/ q

o

1.
Western New Mexicao Univ.

P.0O. Box 680 Sitver City, New Mexico 88062

5Y!

March 24,1990
1038 Paseo Quinta
freen Valle% AZ.85614

Dear ¥r.Xnoxs

Since you are the sSafford District RWp Team Leader, | am
addressing ny letter to you O the four alternatives outlined
in the latest =Mp, | wish to tell you that | support_Alternative
B and why:

1) It would benefit and protect 4000 acres of reparian veg--
etation.

2) It would restrict the use of 1,4085000 acres to "off hiway
vehicles". .

3) Through proper management,.it would hel p to improve gver
101,000 acres of wildlife habitat.

4) It would Close areas that are inportant to Biz Horn Sheep
lambing tine and to their protection.

5 It would protect sarchaeological and palentolozical sites.

6) It would restrict and control the grazing of cattle in
critical  areas.

And since the Arivipa and Muleshoe areas are Ssuch unique
places, | hope | can help preserve them for ny grandchildren to
enjoy in the future as | have enjoyed themat this tine

It is also ay hope that:the BLM and the Nature Conservency
will work together closely to help preserve the issues on this
bill.  Please support the _Aternative B.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Hoe S
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JANE DOW
1413 w. Cemino Del Pato
Geen Valley, AZ 85614

March 22, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

ean Legder
ur%auT a(n)lf el?and Management
425 E  4th Street
Safford, AZ. ~ 85546

Dear Mr, Knox:

I"'mwiting this letter ip hope that it doeen*t fall
on "deaf" ears. M concern is that in today's world wth {he
pressures to "progress" we overiook the "down-the-road results.

The Alternative B plan, in my estimation. S€e@s8 to best
protect the wilderness habitat.  The riparian areas, }Partlcularly
In Arizona, are so inportant. The vegetation in them helps
with the eco balance.

The wildlife would be protected duri ng critical  periods
from hargssment. The big horn need the undi sturbed lambing-
nurtuurmgng ttiinee firee fidftom huhwmani ntier éEreame.

Unrestricted cattle grazing in critical areas also needs
control . Since they roam freely they are able to graze and tranple
delicate growh needed in the “future.

| also would be happy to see large scale restrictions
placed on OHV use. Unfortunately many 0 owners do_ not care
about the wonderful |andscapes’ available to them Theyy are
*pirating” nemy off thee pphariis, sbhulds, tirees, cactus, etke.,
from these areas. Their tire tiramls aamd |iiteer apee disggisting.
As a hiker, I've seen what they do.

| support alternative B plan because it best preserves
the ARAVAIPA and MULESHOE areas, Generakions fram now willh
able to enjoy this area if we act wisely non

| do urge the F work closely with the Nature Conservancy,
accepting their advice and help.
Sincerely
- p - L - -
Jane Don

56

Robenr €. Lund
1601 WesT Placia Ewbare
Creen Vallev, Amzona 85614

23 March 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

BMF Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 Bast Fourth Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

I am writing relative to the Safford District Resource Management
rlan (BRMP).

f£lan B is the best of the four alternatives. This plan pro-
‘tects the wilderness habitat, wildlife, and flora.

Perhaps its most important feature is that Plan B restricts
off-highway vehicle use, closing 1,400,000 acres to such
vehicles. It, also, closes bighorn sheep lambing areas
(decreasing human harassment during critical periods), and
restricts cattle grazing in critical areas.

Other important features of Flan B are that it benefits 4000
acres of riparian vegetation ami improves wildlife habitat
by management of over 100,000 acres.

In particular I support Plan B because it best preserves the
Aravaipa and Muleshoe Reserves. If we act wisely now, future
generations will benefit and be able to enjoy the outdoor
experiences we have known.

In conclusion, I urge the BLM to work closely with the Nature
Conservancy and accept their sage help amd advice.

Sincerely,

Mt E =y

Hobert E. lLund
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N.J. MCMSRRAY, KBU 10111
3150 S, CALLE
GHEEK WRLEY, AZ 35614

Mamat 25, 1000

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th St,
Safford, AZ 85546

Attention: Steve Knox,RMP Team Leader
Dear Mr. Knox:

I read in yesterday's paper that BLM and the Nature Conservancy
had signed & pact toward the goal of protecting our ecosystems on 270
million U.S. acres.

I hope that this means for Muleshoe and the Aravaipa areas that
plan "B" alternative will be chosen. I am particularly concerned with
the Off Highway Vehicles and the destruction to the land caused by those

who use them,
Having been a volunteer with the Coronado lForest Service tor five

years I have discovered that each person seems to want his particular
form of recreation every place he goes. I feel that if he wishes to
ride horses or a roller coaster_he should go to where those are available.
Certainly once our natural resources are destroyed there is no way to
get them back.

I SUPPORT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN "B". Thank you.

Yours 1

SK
Wm. Jff McMurray tl —

1280 West via Del Petirrojo
Geen Valley, Arizona, 85614
March 26, 1990

Mr. Steve ERnox

Bureay Of Land Management
425 East 4th Street
Safford, Arizona 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

I wish to express ny concern regarding the Safford
District Resource Mnagenent Plan. O the four plans
proposed for the future developnent ¢f this district, | am
In support of Plan B. Plan B appears to he the most viable
alternative for protecting the wilderness habitat because it
restricts off highway vehicle use, thus protecting
vegetation which in “turn stabilizes the environment for
wildlife and flora. It also provides for the best
protection of archaeol ogi cal sites.

I would also urge the Bureau of Land Management to work
closely with The Nature Conservancy to maintain these areas
for us and future generations. If we act wisely now,
everyone should benefit.

Sincgrely4yours,
(SN

N R v e

DeWayne Triplett
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March 5, 1990

Mr. Steve knox, RMF Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

425 E. 4th Street

Safford, Arizona 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

in reveiwing the Draft RMF, the Eowie Chamber of Commerce
encourages the BLM to designate the Hot Wells Dunes as a
special recreation management area.

In the proposail that the rancher, Fete Erawley has presented
to you it appears that all interests could be met. The need
+tor recreation would be limited to 1700 acres therefore
pratecting the rest of the resource from off road vehicles.
Brazing rights. would be secured with adequate water being
placed on private land for cattle. And most importantly
wildlife would be assured of less i1ntervention by people as
they would logically move out of the area and down into the
San Simon to take advantage of the newly created water
source.

Bowie Chamber of Commerce needs would be met alsoc. Bowie is
the gateway to the area and further recreation in our area
would benefit our local economy.

In the future it wWill be compromises such as this by all
interests that will maintain multiple use of our public
lands as mandated by Congress.

Sincerely,

BOWIE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Bud Eyrich, 2resxdent

BE:tb

March 26, 1990

Steve Knox,RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

425 E 4th Street

Safford,AZ 85546

Dear Mr Knox,

1 strongly support Alternative B for preservation of the
Aravaipa and Muleshoe Areas. Also urge you to work closely

with the Nature Conservancy of which | am a member.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Robert Buchsbaua
POB 781
Green Valley,AZ B5622
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Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan

Public Comment Form

Issue/Management Concern: BLACK ROCK WILDERNESS PROPOSAL

Comment : I would like to protest the inclusion of the area you refer to
as Jackson Mountain Wilderness as part of the Black Rock Wildernegg
Proposal.
The reasons being:
1. I, as the lessee of Jackson Mountain aliotment (which

6' - ' makes up 60% of the proposed wilderness) was not

notified of the pending inclusion into a wilderness

status.

2. In my opinion, it isn't suitab].! located Lo gualifz‘

for wilderness designation. There are several man

made tanks and roads cressing into and out of the

area in several directions. Also there are developed

springs and pipe lines that need to be maintained for
the benefit of cattle and wildlife. Older members of

this family have helped on this ranch for the last

thirty some years, but the change in status will pre-
their participating in ranching activities if roads

are eleminated.

In the Safford District Resource Management Plan, Environmental

impact statement book, on page 92, Black Rock RNC-ACEC, alternative

B, I think is very wise. The reason beirlg it is a very scenic and
S

sensitive area.

oo ([ AL

Representing: Self
Address: P.0. Box 457
Pima, Arizoma 85543
Date: _ March 27, 1990

March 27, 1990

District Manager, Safford District
Bureaus of Land Management

425 East 4th

safford, Arizona 85546

Dear District Manager:

The Osolargo Detention Dam has donme an excellent job in pro-
tecting a large part of Bear Springs flat from erosion. The two
washes that run into it, Matthewsville and Tripp-Underwood, were
huge cuts ten feet deep and one hundred feet wide before the dam
was built. Now the Matthewsville wash is a three foot wide three
foot deep grassy ditch; and Tripp-Underwood has nearly leveled

out for one quarter mile upstream. It would be a terxible waste
to allow this structure to fail completely, all improvements up-
streat would be lost. Downstream, if the dam failed during heavy
rains it could be dangerous to the Eastern Arizona railroad and

highway 70 as well as Dodge Nevada Canal. 1 sincerely hope that
Bureau of Land Management can maintain Osolargo as it shoud be

maintained.
Sifcerely,
y Fergufon
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March 24, 1990

13760 Tabeguache Road
Nathrop, CO 81236
Mr. Steve Knox
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear MNr. Knox:

After reviewing the Safford District Resource Management
Plan/Environwmental Impact Statement Draft, I would like to make a
couple of comments 88 a consulting geologist interested in the
field of economic geology.

There are not wany BLM digtricts in the United States that
contain wining districts with cumulative metal production in
excess of $81 billion such as existe in the Safford District, yet
only a s=small amount of space is devoted in the Draft to such
resources. This past production plus unmpecified nonmetal cutput
and the potential for additional discoverieas indicate that the
Resource HNanagewment Flan should maximize the srea aveilable for
exploration and mineral development where warranted.

The wvalue of mineral output cited in the Draft epparently does
not include the significant smount of nonwetallic or industrial
wineral commodities produced in the district. An example of this
is the zeclite being mined in the San Simon Valley north of Bowie
vhere production since 1962 ig valued in excese of $40 million.
This mineral resource is an important commodity for environmental
cleanup and other beneficisl uses, and its utilization should
increase in importance with time.

I am uncertain from this Draft as to the impact a "Riparian Area”
degignation would have on future mining within that area. In
particuler, the zeolite resource occurring in San Simon Valley
Riparian Area 37 varrants development as markets dictete, and I
can m=mee no justification to inhibit reasonable development 1in
this area. Encouraging development of thie unique resource shauld
be a goal of this Rescurce Managewent Plan.

I am somevhat surprised at the large size of Riparian Area 37
shown by the "circle” on Map 34 compared with other so designated
areas’ within the District. The area seems disproportionately
large relstive to the amount of stream drainage and w®san-wmade
ponde in the area.

S1i Y,

R. W. Knostwman
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47547 Lla Villa Mrina
Marina del Rey, calif 90292
March 24, 1990

Steve Knox
RMP Team Leader
BLM, Safford AZ

Dear Mr Knox:

Although | live in California. | visit Arizona often, and indeed plan ¢go
move there one of these days. Thus | feel | have a wee vested interest in
all things Arizonian, including RWP reports. M normal Arizona wanderings
take nme to Ogan Pipe, the Huachucas, the Chiricahuas, and to Aravaipa, the
latter being one of the subjects in your RMP report.

One of the things that nmke Aravaipa so spectacular, is its remoteness and
inaccessibility. If you want to see Aravaipa, you have to WALKN. Although
| am 58 years old, | still believethings worth seeing should take some
effort, not a roll-by in a 4x4, And | am not against 4x4's...just the
abuses whi ch are sometimes horrendous. My notor hone is a 4X4, and ny city
truck is also 4x4, | try and obey the rules, and wish nost others gdid too.
It is against the wunthinking, uncaring enpty heads that | rebel.

| applaud your earnest and well intentioned RMP effort. It is very
ambitious. But just perhaps, given current manpower and budget realities,
the loft of your goals could easily outstrip the reasonableness of their
attainment. Te report was very detailed, perhaps too mch so to one
outside the BLM and trying to” get to the core issues. | would think it pet
to concentrate people and rmoney on fewer goals and attain them wildlife
habitat, not user/use, should be the primary goal for such a unique spot as
Aravai pa.

| think the thing that strikes ne the hardest about your Preferred
Aternative insofar as Aravaipa is concerned, is on the mtter o off road
vehicle access. In your summry section, you talk of “the inprint of mans
work is substantially unnoticeable throughout the [Aravaipa) wilderness
area.” It should be kept that way, which it wll not if nore and nore
peripheral areas are opan to hunters and vehicular traffic. For exanple you
propose closing sheep lanhing areas from Feb 1 to April 30, and then
reopening on a ‘'limted. basis. Wy reopen at all. Wy not close |anbing
64-1 areas year around so that the shy sheep know that they have some permanent
territory. | also think your designation of the remaining 1,38mm acres to
‘limted. OHV use opens up the possiblity of abuse on a grand scale. People
| in 4x4's in general LOVE getting off the roads and taks to more remote
areas. You cannot be expected to successfully patrol such a large area. |

think nore and more illegal roads will pop up, closing in on Aravaipa and
its still pristine wildness.

On the other hand, | applaud your intent to include 6684 acres in the

Rat i onal W der ness Preservation System... to continue to file for instream

flow rights....to consider Aravaipa Ceek for Unique Waters designation (if
A.Creeki s not extra specially unique, I dan't know what is!},,.and your
plans to purchase additional <critical properties in the area. Those are all
good and positive steps which could be easily overshadowed by the eventual

arrival of clouds of dust and new trails and destroyed habitat, all .
conpliments of g@gys. The area surrounding Aravaipa is as sacred and needing

of protections as the canyon itse
world, please let's resist the po
people. Let's reshape our priorit
and wildlife. Han can still wak
although denizens of the earth in

If. There are S0 few Aravaipas in this
litical pressure to be all things to all
ies a bit, giving the bignod to habitat
We have not lost that ability quite yet,
the mddle of next century could well be

bom With 4X4 wheels where once there were |egs.

I do not wt to sound like a rabid environmentalist oy elitist barring all

People forever from wild habitat.
thousands of years. But NOT his

Han has been part of the scene for
vehicles. | remenber walking the canyon one

early nmorning, and encountering a young family of four from Holland, who

had canped overnight. They |oved
heard no other people, and they
That's what the super unique w

the spot, and the reason was because they
had to make an effort to gain the pleasure.
Idlife areas are all about. The BLMand the

Nature Conservancy have a sacred jgoint respongihility here. Please act as

responsible conservators for the
will not have wheels permanently

Thanks for your consideration,

woct

people of the next century, who hopefully
attached.
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Marimm Kole

T Grce Managemen an

[ Dear Mr. Knox:
I urge you to support alternate B of the
four alternative plans that were outlined
to best protect the wi i
wildlife, and flora. My reasons are as
follows:
1. Restricts off highway vehicle use,

2. Benefits 4000 acres of riparian vege-

¥ “Frproves  wiPdife ‘habttar by managemertt

163239
shesp

1015739 acres~

4. Closes big torn

Llasih igg areas

. FALLs arcnaelogical 6 palentologi-
cal sites. . —
Restricts cattle Jamng in critical

nate B. which T support, DesT preserve

& grandchildien can hike and camp as we

I further urge the BLM to work closely
with-the N Vol & + thedi

help and advice.

¥

Sincerely,
i .

"\;"A\—v Yy

Marion Kole

Green valley, Az.

66 -1

March 29, 1990

Steve kKnox

RMF Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street
Saffard, AZ B55464

Hello Steve,

I neglected to include one very impportant input. I am strongly
upposed to the opening the 1708 acre Hot Well Dune area to off

highway veltiicles. No studies have bean done to determine the unigue
wildlife values of the arex and unique values can he anticipated in
dune areas. It is the only significant dune area in Southeast Arizona.
The BLM has no abligation to permit destructive recreatian activities
on public land that will destroy other imortant values.

Tharks for the opportunity to comment,

' Btk o~
Jim Notestine

PO Box 461
Soncita, AZ BELIY
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march 29. 1990

Mr. Steve Knox. RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

425 E. 4th St.
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox

We are writing with regard to the sSafford District Rescurce Management
Plan.

Of the four alternative plans outiined, we feel that alternate

8 best describes our interest in preserving the habitat.
wildlife and flora of the Aravaipa and Muleshoe areas,

We are members of Friends of Madera Canyon and The Nature
Conservancy and ask you to please work closely with the
Conservancy and accept their heip. As you know, Riparian areas

need our protection NOW, for the sake of our future generations.

Sincerely.

dL4AL17.;ML££Lﬁv
Vms0 S ULl
Dorothy & Jack Miller

963 §.Las L,omag Circle
Green Valley. A7 85614
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March 28, 1990

Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
4?5 F. 4th Street

Saffurd, &Z 85544

Dear Mr. Knox,

I am writing thic letter to comment on the Safford
District Resource Management Plan and Enviropmental Impact
Statement, which is the proposed plan for management of 1.4
million acres of public land in scutheastern Arizona.

After reviewing the draft, I would like to say that I
strongly support ALTERNATIVE 8 for the following reasons.

1. In general ALTERNATIVE B designates larger areas to
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and more protective
management prescriptions, as well as recommending largsr
areas to Congress as wilderness and wild and scenic rivers,

2. Specificatly 1 support the 1794220 acre=z of public
tand being designated for ACECs by Alternative B, as cpposed
to the &1,737 acres recommended by Alternative A,

3. 1 am opposed to “open" use of DOHVUs (off highway
vehicleg) on all public lands, and feel the limited use
proposed by both alternatives of 1,200,000 plus acres should
be sufficient for use by DHVs. However, 1 recogrize the
need of your organization to satisfy the needs of 2 variety
of divergent interests, and could understand designating an
area open to QHVs where the protection of wildlife and plant
habi tat was not a considerztion.

recomme ndk oS Ob e thT thURANNF o WinEralBn ity by® acres
Al ternative B 35 opposed to 29,104 re¢ommanded by

Al ternat 9@ A. | am especially interested here 1n the added
‘acreage recommended for withdraw from mineral entry in Eagle
Creek Canyon wherein 1igs Eagle Creek Bat fave. | believe

this Mexican free-tailed bat maternity Cave needs maximum
protection from gutside disturbance, and | would suppart
gating the fave with the appropriate gate to protect these
bats from vandal ism,

G A

68-!'

5. 1 further zupport the Alternative B recommendation
te not provide firewgod or other vegetative products for
public use., While I favor cutting the tamarisk iree which
IS not pative to AZ, I am not in favor of cutting mesquites
for firewood. I believe the mesquites are important habitat
for AZ wildlife species and should not be sacrificed for
firewcod.

! é.ioncerned that both Altermive & and o
designate (JBR!1800,000 acres to Visual FResource Management
Class 1”. 3¥ithough | do not understand the complete meaning

of | Weyld interpret "major modification of the
exisSTIing chnaracter ot 'tne lardscape \o include ToTxi
destruction by mining. I believe over 200,000 acres
designated for that classification is +ar too great.

7. Lastly, I would like to taKe thiz opportunity %o
commeént on my feelings about livestack grazing on our public
Jands. Although I know this is a sensitive issue,
personally believe the 24 of beef provided nationwids by
grazing on the BLM lands in eleven western states is a
terrible tragedy to public lande. Destruction to BLM land
by overgrazing, water competition between wildlife and
cattle, scil erosion, wildiife destruction by the ADC and
ranchers themselves, and loss of plant and animx! habitat
are all unjustifiable to my mind. I would support any means
of lessening and finally eliminating cattle grazing on
pubtic lands. This may include everything from buving out
ranchers directly, subsidizing them to have fewer cattie, or
Job retraining programs. 1 do not mean to aversimplify the
problem, but I do believe there are wars of working the
groblem without continuing the status gua of destroring ocur
public iands,

Thank you for the cpportunity to voice my opinion zbout
the use and management of our public lands.

Cimmannlay wmoes

Mary C. Schanz
Bernjamin M, WatKins
301 W. Spring Valley Pi
Tucson, AZ &5737

ED Peciica Paper
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Safford fistrict Srazing Advisary Eoserd

fesoplution
1990-01

WHEREAS, the economic survival of each rural community
and countvy in =ach state depends on private propesty as a
tax base; &and,

wHEREAS, further tax es for rural counties and communities
are derived t70Om persona property tax on livestock: and,

WHEREAS, the current Bureau of Land Management Resource
management Flan Deatt ( FSLEFEEE ItErna}xve! orepeses to
witndraw 27,883 acrest?gam any pos§!5f it?‘ﬂ?‘%u 2 Mise by
lilvestock grazing impalring and reducing the tax base of
Granmam and Coch:<e Counties;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED the Saftord ODistrict Grazing
Advisaory Board 15 opposed to any withdrawal of lands in our
two counties that would atfect the tax base.

adopted tmis 30th day of March, 1530

GAFFORD DISTRICT GRAZING AOVISORY BOARD

Ailen [ay, Chairman

w7,

5

YA
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Phone # 602/625-9063 HARRY JANIS, JUNE JANIS
1424 CAMINO DE LA OCA
GREEN VALLEY, AZ 85614

March 30, 1990

Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Buregu of Land Mnagenent
425 g 4th street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr, Knox:

Ye have received a copy of the Draft RMP for the
Safford District. W nust adnit to only a very
brief review of the alternatives listed and their
varying i npacts.

Despite this brief review we must come out strongly
for Aternative B, the alternative which would

supply greater protection to riparian, paleonto-

| ogi cal and other resources. We have worked for
environmental protection for many years . mainly

in the State of Mchigan. W know the irreversible
damage which can be done to fragile environments

by inproper use (misuse) by nan.

Since any use, permitted or otherwise, will effect
the area under consideration, we encourage the
establishment of the strictest controls possible of
the areas under your jurisdiction. There is so
little damage which we can control, where control is
possible it should be applied and nonitored with
great stringency.

Sincerely,

une Janis
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M. Steve Knox March 28, 1990
RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Managenent

425 E. 4th Street

Safford, AZ 85546

Re: Eagl e Creek Bat Cave as proposed ACEC |n BLM g
Safford District Resource  Managenent

Dear Mr. Knox,

This letter is to comment o¢on the Eagle Creek Bat Cave portion of
the Safford District's proposed |and management plan I would
like to see Aternative A accepted as the ~management strat egy for
this area due to the significance of the Mxican free-tailed bat
population a* a mternity colony. As nonies become available the
lands in Aternative B “should be acquired. The necessity for a
managenent plan for protection of the bats is essential.

o There are very few nmmjor Mexican free-tailed maternity
colonies in the United States. This maternity roost
represents a gignificant percentage of the overall
population.

0 Regular human disturbance, especially in Aternative C would
have an adverse inpact on the colony. Thousands would die
before a census could determine the decline.

¢ Wth such a large nunber of helpless young being raised in a
single location during a specific time frame each year, the
possibility of a catastrophic incident from careless or
malicious humans is possible.

o As already statedin the managenent proposal, the Mexican
free-taile population has been in steady decl|ne for
several years across its entire range.

| have been to Eagle Creek Bat Cave three times, all on research
oriented trips when the bats were not present to work on |ow

i mpact popul ation estimte*. During the npbst recent visit,
January 27th. 1990 we observed the 'classic' scenario of three
men riding up on ATV’s, walking up the hill with their M 16,

wal king through the gate past the old "Do Not Disturb The Guano"
6ign and up onto the guano mountain 1 went up and requested
them to come back down. We had a polite conversation and they

foll owed me down the slope. Later, farther up the canyon, we
heard them target practicing with some 30 rounds in rapid
succession. If this scenario occurred during the summer nonths

it is quite possible the target practice would have beenatthe
cave.

Please begin Wi th the protection this sight with your Alternative

B, the ACEC designation including the 3160 acres. | f Alternative
B is not achievable due to nonitory restraints for the |and
acquisition then Aternative A should “be taken. I would not like

to see Aternative C taken. The chances of changing the micro-
climatol ogy through mning the guano inside the cave and thus

effecting the bats is too great. | have shown an exanple of
Alternative D above. Simlar instances contribute to the current
popul ation decl i ne.

Sincerely,

Sl f

Raymond Keeler
President, Arzona Region  of t he
National  Spelealogical Society
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-
National Museum of Natural Hisiory

Washingion, D.C. 20560
(202) 357-1930

March 28, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Lland Management
425 4th  Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Hr. Knox:

I was heartened to learn that BLM is contemplating protecting Eagle Creek Cave
and the dwindling population of Tadarida brasiliensis that roost there. n
response to the agency request for public input on the 1989 Resource Management
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement, I would like to support efforts to
protect Eagle Creek Cave as a" Area of Critical Environmental  Concern.

During the 1970s, | studied declining populations of 1. iliensis throughout
the Southwestern U.S., including the population at Eaglé Cree[% Cave isee enclosed
reprints). At that time it was obvious that the Eagle Creek colony had already
undergone  a perilous  decline. Our studies showed little support for the theory
that the decline there was due to pesticides as we had demonstrated for the
population at Carlsbad Caverns. Although there is some evidence of heavy metal
contamination, there was also considerable evidence of continuing vandalism being
a major contributor to the decline.

We routinely found empty shotgun shells and other evidence of human disturbance
during our visits to the cave. 1 would really prefer your Alternative B, to
protect the entire expanse of Eagle Creek. I think that would make it much
easier to control access to the cave, and would provide significant protection
for other important natural resources as outlined in the ACEC evaluation.

Regardless of the alternative ultimately selected, } hope you will consider
posting a conservation message explaining why the public should be excluded from
the cave, so that legitimate visitors to the Canyon wi1l not be offended. The
public could easily be accommodated to view the exit flight from below, providing
an educational opportunity as well. In conjunction with this, | would urge a ban
on the discharge of firearms within a quarter mile or so of the cave entrance.

If access to the area camot be controlled effectively, it might be necessary to

build a better gate across the entrance. The entrance is high enough that a"
effective bar to human entry could be designed that occupied only the bottom 10

feet or so, leaving the bats ample room to exit normally through the higher part
of the entrance. Should you eventually contemplate changes to the gate, I would
recommend consulting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Bat Recovery Team gr Bat
Conservation International for current guidelines on cave gating.

—
United States Department of the Interior E
FIsH ANDWLDLIFE SERVICE ———

R

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of our natural resources. If I can be of
further  assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Don E. Wilson

Research Zoologist
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RE: Safford RMP
3/30/90

Gentlemen;

please do not re-open the Virgus Canyon road, and please do

not open or build any more roads in the Arivaipa Canyon or

Galiuro Mountains areas. Thank you for your time.

Danm . Mayercek

2316 N. Chrysler
Tucson, AZ 85716

81

PETITION

TO: Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Department of the Interior
425 E. 4th Street
Safford, A2 85546

RE: Safford District Resource

Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement

{RMP/EIS)

THIS PETITION is in regard to the use of the high country above Aravaipa Canyon. We

request that you do not open the mad across Virgus

Canyon. The area west of

Virgus

should be open to equestrian and foot travel only. At present. there are many O-wheel
There is ¢ need for equestrian

trails outside of the Aravaipa Creek itself and horses and QRVs are a dangerous

drive rgads in the Turkey Creek-Table Mountain area.
combination.
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Ds  Cabezas Route, Box 6309
Willcox, Az, 85643

March 29, 1990

mi. Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

425 E. 4th Street

safford, Az, 85546

Re: Draft sSafford District Resource Management Plan &
Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Steve:

The document under review, with appropriate maps, DI‘UVidES
a wealth of information in which to make a reasonably good
judgement of the four alternative land use plans. The BLM
has Properly identified four major issues and ten concerns
to which most of the pub recognizes.

Although the BLM prefered Alternative A provides for a

basis to land use and management problems, I would strongly
like to emphasize that Alternate B enables much mqQIre protection
to the natural I@SQUCCES and the environment. 1, therefore,

recommend and support Alternate

The mild interests on the part of the public towards the
Publi Lands and the environment during the past have
dramatically shifted in recent years to major concerns.
Many realize that this is all that is Ileft of the Public
Lands and that they shoul be used and/or protected wisely.
It is alsu becoming more apparent that the values @gf the
natural and cultural IgSQUICES as they are found QI O0cCCur
are of great interest and importance.

The BUM should be especially commended @rn the identification
of several sensitive areas such as the ACEC, NCR, NRHP, ONA
and RNA units. The enlargement of most of these critical
areas as proposed in Alternate B would aford a greater buffer
thus providing much MQIE protection to these wunits.

1 would also encourage the Peloncillo Mountains as a wilderness
addition. The Scenic ACEC around Fort Bgwie could also be
transfered to the Nationl Park System so as to enable-inis
National Historic Site to be a larger and MMOIe complete Unit.
I would stwongly support the Gila Box as a Riparian national
Conservation Area. Other wilderness areas mentioned are

also encourged.

1 StU-]gly oppose the possible suggestion of vegetation
manipulation in the future through the wuse of artificial
methods such as chemical biocides on Public Lands. Similar
control methods on insects would also be objectionable.

Sincerely,

Dape Fuoihon

Dan  Fischer
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March 29, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th St.

Safford, AZ 85546

The Safford RMP/EIS does not adequately address wolf reintroduction needs.

Al Bammann, who wrote portions of the RMP's wildlife discussions, stated on March 24
o me that wolf reintroduction was not discussed because no agency has designated any
reintroduction areas.

Addressing wolf reintroduction in the RMP should not be contingent upon designation of a
reintroduction site. What are the impfacts on wolf reintroduction if the RMP ignores the
issue? Doesn't the BLM have a statutory obligation to consider the issue absent a specific
proposal?

Bammann 1old me that he was unaware that in 1986, AGFD identified Safford District

BLM lands for evaluation as wolf reintroduction Sires. A copy of this document is
attached. The EIS should include an evaluation of the impacts of BLM’s habitat

management and land tenure adjustments upon the suitability of these areas for wolf
reintroduction.

Yours,

Julia Swanson
Arizona Earth First!

o e comers
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Qusssion Direcrr. 0 2022 Wt Jrimuay Road  Plowic. Ariqma 8523 9423000

July 28, 1986

Michael J. Spear, Regfional Director
. Fish and Wildl Service

Post Office Box 1306 _

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

Dear Mr. spear:

This letter is in response to your request of July 14 for a
list of areas in Arizona that could  possibly sustain
reintroductions of the Mexican wolf (Canis lupus baileyi).

The enclosed list is not prioritized and the area boundaries
are not defined. The areas listed are based largely on the
habitat precommendations and considerations established by the
Mexican Wolf Recovery Team and enclosed with your letter of July
14. We view this initial list as a basis to begin the process of
delineating potential. reintroductions sites, and agree that many
non-biological factors will guide the more rigorous site
prioritization process and influence the final selection of
release areas. The habitat considerations developed by the
Recovery Team are adequate for commencing the reintroduction
effort, and at this time we offer no considerations in addition

to thoke.

1”7 comsidering candidate reintroduction areas it is
difficult to separate the biological from the non-biological
components. For example, the nearly statewide presence Of

livestock will inevitaply result in livestock-wolf conflicts.

Even if releases are made”in areas “here livestock are excluded,

the wide-ranging nature of wolves will eventually bring them in
contact with livestock far from the release area. However, We
focused more on biological factors of relating to habitat expanse
and condition and native prey populations. We think that some
mechanism to handle livestock depredation must be outlined very
soon, and refined later with local ranchers as specific release
areas are selected.

We suggest that there be a series of meetings to
specifically define and prioritize potential release areas. The
initial meeting could be ujtybthe Recovery Team and responsible
state and federal agencies, but scon afterward we should prowde
ample opportunity for public Involvement. )(

e o ot M

ARIZONA GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT
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same time we hope this project

nature and tragic history of the wolf

both of these expectations nmust be met if
inportant element of southwestern fauna.

Pl ease contact

_2- July 28, 1986

developing with the US. Fish and

reintroduction program that successfully

by decades of persecution. At the
succeeds in revealing to the

Rich Glinski, Nongame Biologist, or Terry

Coor di nat or, if you need additional
Sincerely, ,
éud Bristow
Director
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March 17, 1990

Steven Knox, RMP Term Leader

Bureau 01 Land Management
42s E. 4th street

Safford, A7 85546
Dear Mr Knox,

| amwriting to support Alternative B for the Resource Management Plan.
| think it will be the best alternative to protect the Aravaipa and Muleshoe
areas because it protects archaeglogical sites and wildlife habitat.

I selected Arizona for my retirement years because of its natural beauty
and | urge the BLM to help preserve the wilderness for my grandchildren to
enjoy.

Sincerely, .

£ amae /9>wb

Erwin Siwek
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Box 122 Bio Science West
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona 85721

31 March 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E 4th Street

Safford, Arizona 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

In another letter | have written my general comments about the BLM Safford
District Resource ement Plan and draft Environmentais Impact ~ Statement
(Dec 1939) and about a few of the specific ACEC's. | have visjted several of the
areas that are being reviewed, but the area with which | am most familiar is Eagle
Creek Bat Cave. | wanted to address it separately in this letter.

The significance of this cave cannot be overstated. Prior to 1966, estimates of peak
numbers of Mexican Free-tailed Bats (Tadarida brasiliensis i ) o ing the
cave during spring and ranged b 1 million (Cc i 195_'8’) and
100 million (Reidinger and Cockrum, 1978). After 1966, the oft-quoted opinion of
population size dugnsg the 1960’s has been given as 25 million bats (Cockrum, 1970;
review in Sidner, 1986). More recently, estimating techniques based on guano

lation and cave di ions suggest that the population could have been as
high as 6 million (McFarlane and Keeler, in review). Estimates of decreased .
numbers of bats are just as variable with one point in common: they all show a drastic
reduction from the peak estimate, to say the least.

This cave once held the hi sonsentsntion of marmmals (and perhaps any
vertebrates) in our state. t is a resource of considerable value, especially when
the benefits of bats are considered, and when their roles within the broader
ecosystem are defined. This species of bat is a major predator of night flying insects
including those that are considered to be economically harmful to agriculture. These
bats are food for avifauna (including threatened and endangered species) in Eagle
Creek and many other areas. For example, they have been observed to be captured
by buteos and falcons in flight (Sidner, 1%822), by peregrine falcons in flight and by
turkey vultures inside the cave (Sidner, 1987; fieid notes), and by spotted owls in
other areas in the state (review in Duncan and Sidner, in press). Their role as food
items for many terrestrial vertebrates has been given in numerous references. Their

0 and carcasses offer a critical refuge to a host of native invertebrates. They
cause chﬁggtes in microclimate within their roosts which undoubtedly aids other
species of bats mfﬂl which they cc-occur.

Like most other species of bats, Mexican freetails have an extremely low
reproductive potential. They are not capable of recovering population losses rapidly.
Natural mortality by catastrophic climatic events or insect cycling then can cause
drastic decreases “in their numbers. Evolutionarily they deal with these events. But
the disturbances caused by human impact, those of habitat loss, pesticide
introduction, scientific ¢ollecting, and disturbance at the maternity site, offer little
hope of recovery. These bats must be protected

86-|

| strongly favorMytermetoenBoendations to this end are based upon
evidence of disturbance by encroachment upon the cave. Much ofy; this pitifu] and
illegal activity is undoubtedly due to ignorance. For this reason I

recommend that C ——

mm?bc in the canyon near the
cave for the public, with an imitation to enjoy the Dat flight from the canyon bottom.

And l}ecause such messages will never be understood by everyone who visits the
area, ] more strongly recommend erecting a bat-protection at
existing fence will 0nly keep out those who have already acﬁ!gsccd to the posted
conservation message. Withdrawal of mveﬁmnmﬁﬁﬁg’acﬁﬁﬁﬁisanemg‘ i
because every human visitation to the interior causes the Joss of bats (either tho!
that abandon or by the loss of baby bats that drop tg a guaranteed death).  If 15 also
probable that the removal of guano changes the microclimate enough to effect
differences_in bat behavior. In addition, because | have seen shells of shotguns and
recommend 2

various caliber rifles at the entrance to the cave on every visit, |

restriction on the discharge of firearms in the vicinity of the cave.

Alternative B would eventually lead to the ;é(;nmg of this section of Eagle Creek to
the proposed Gila Box Riparian National Conservation Area. This would help tg

gain public awareness and ‘appreciation for the bats, as well as demonstrating the
effectiveness of the BLM in protecting public lands.

1 am very pleased that the BLM has again noticed and singled out Eagle Creek Bat
Cave for this renew, and | hope that you will do all that is possible to protect the site
and its bats.

Sincerely,

?e—a/n:i, JAZM&./

Ronnie  Sidner

References  Cited:
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Tinber  Canp Gila
Pi ne Mount ai n Yavapai
Galiurc Mountains- G aham
Sulphur Springs
Valley
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United States Animal and Science and Denver Wikllife Research Centel l
@ Department of Ptant Health Technalogy Building 16, P.O. Box 25266 r PIMA TRAILS ASSOCIATION
Agricufture Inspection Denver Federal Canter |7 5660 Paseo de la Tirada
Service Denver, CO  80225-0266 Tucson, Arizona 85715
l (602) 577-2095
April 2, 1990
March 31, 1990
Steve Knox
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management Mr. Ray A. Brady
425 E. 4th Street District Manager
Safford, AZ a5546 Bureau of Land Management
Safford District Ofice
Dear Mr. Knox: 425 E. 4th street
: Safford, AZ 85546
1 strongly recommend the Eagle Creek Bat Cave be designated an Area of
Critical Environmental Concern. Preferably it —should "b-e preserved as a Dear M. Brady:
40-acre parcel under the management prescription as a Preferred ’
Alternative. Enclosed is ny Safford District RMP public comment form,
R : . which | conpleted after consultin with off-road bicyclists
Eagle Creek Cave is one of three knoun maturnity caves for the Mexican in ny orgar?\pzat\ on and around sot?t hern Arizona. As ygu can
free-tailed bat (M.bﬂs_#sam)- In the 1960's, I visited Eagle ascertain from the nature of my coments, nountain bicycle
Creek Cave while a student at the University of Arizona. The 7 million enthusiasts are less than thrilled with how the proposed RMP
bats in this aturnity cave not only were a zoologist's dream, but also will treat them-particularly the decision to wunfairly penal-
had a tremendous tmpact on Arizona agriculture by consuming millions of ize nmountain bikes by lunping them in with ORV's. Insamuch
Insects nightly. as we feel that nountain bicycles, with their proven nininal
R R R R R - i i don't belong in the category. we
To learn this population has dwindled to an estimated 40,000 is 89 l gﬂ\gngreg?rrer?hael crelarg?%cnt’ of a separgte ount ai %vai cyclg yc| assifi-
alarning. I do not place the blame for this decline entirely on human |l caton o alow we fair consideration of rmountain biking

encroachment. In fact, the mismanagement of pesticides in Mexico
probably has had the greatest impact on this migratory species. But. |
also feel we should protect this cave to ensure this population will
continue  to  survive.

i ssues.

Please feel free to call on me if the Safford District
is ever in need of assistance in dealing with nountain biking
i ssues. I'm especially interested in working with the
to establish specially-designated qpuntain bike trails.

9_ D,\C\L> ?‘)ﬂﬂﬂe& Thank you very much

G, Clay Mitchell, Ph.D. .
Wildliyfe Biologist Sincerely,

Sf-e/ye.ﬁ?wliw\—
Steve Ander son L
Pima Trails Association Board

Member  Representing O f - Road
Cyclists.

Sincerely,
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Issue/Management Concern:

Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan
Public Comment Form

Muntain  Bike Access

As the Ppima Trails Association board nenber charged with

the interests of off-road bicyclists, | feel conpelled

on the rather unfair manner in which the issue of nountain

access IS treated in the Safford District Draft Resource

Management Plan/E.I.S.

most  significant  access-related concern enthusiasts have

relates to the Safford Distret staff's unfortunate decision

mountain  bicycles in the access-restrictive "Of-highway

(OHV) category along with such notorized conveyances as

as motorcycles, ATV's, and 4-wheel drive trucks. Chviously, the

an "OHV" classification exists to facilitate the careful

of  where potentially destructive notorized vehicles

allowed to be wused on public lands; however, nountain

hardly belong in this group. A variety of trail-damge

conducted in recent years, including the well-known 1987

Kepner-Trego Analysis, have concluded that off-road bicycles pose

an environnental “"threat" than do hikers or equestrians.

such scholarly examination has ghown that nountain bikes

a mnimal inpact at nost, it is patently wunfair to subject

bikers g the restricted access status that ig part of

classified as an mQHy." The tine has cone to dispense with-

about the “dangers” of nountain biking proffered by {11~

intentionally deceptive environnental interests and a

mnority of other trail users and allow nountain bikers the

Steve Ander son

Name:
Representing: Pima Trails Association*
Address: 901 g, Santa ana Drive
Tucson, AZ 85710
Date: March 28, 1990

*Board nember  representing
of f-road bicyclists.

fair access they deserve--access which should include the ability to
recreate on all lands open to hikers and horsenmen except for desig-
nated wilderness and wilderness study areas.

Another major access-issue concern for nountain bikers is the
Safford District staff's belief, expressed in the Draft gpMp and at
public meetings, that mountain biking is inherently inconpatible
with other trail use activities and should be segregated from them
This belief is diametrically opposed to our nulti-use trails exper-
ience in Pima County, where wa have achieved a remarkable degree of
respect f ul mitual  zecomodation  between  bicyclists, equestrians and
hi kers. From all indications, a sinilar level of peaceful coexist-
ence exists among trail users throughout the wvest. This is not to
say that trail conflicts do not occur; occasionally they do. It
appears, however, that as trail wusers learn their respective respon-
sibilities and begin to apply proper trail etiquette on a consistent
basis, conflicts are dimnishing in both nunbers and severity. Wth
such conflicts now the becoming the rare exception, it would be de-
cidedly wunfair to prohibit nountain bicyclists from enjoying many of
the same areas in the Safford District that hikers and horsemen have
access to. And "unfair" my ne putting it nildly. The unreasonabl e
denial of access to nountain bikers would probably be more accurately
characterized as an infringement upon their civil liberties.

Muntain bicyclists in southern Arizona are _disaPpointed that the
Safford District "M office has shown a marked indifference towards
accomodating their legitimate recreational needs. The enthusiasts |
have spoken “with enviously point to the cordial, cooperative rel ation-
ship that has developed between the BLM and nountain bikers in eastern
Uah and western Colorado--a relationship that has resulted in the
establishment if the magnificent 115-mjile Kokopelli nountain bike
trail--and wonder Wwhy a similar cooperative relationship can't exist
in southern Arizona. Regardless of how the Safford District staff
may feel about mountain “biking, it is an undeniable fact that more and
more off-road bicyclists will be recreating in the Safford District in
the years to come, and the possibility exists that nountain bikers
may become the largest single group of sportspersons to utilize the
Safford District for recreational purposes.  Agtaxpayers yho Support
these lands as nuch as any other recreational group, the responsible,
environmentally aware nountain bike enthusiasts of southern Arizona
would like to receive all of the access that they rightly deserve.

\j’fcvi Anollbu—m

-Steve Anderson
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- GRINDING TO
A HALT

Dear MBA,

‘When reading bike tests, [
always notice the comments
regarding **good tire clear-
ance.” What is considered
good tire clearance? Also, is
there any advantage to using S-
bend (also calted double-bend)
chainstays over single-bend
(nine-degree) chainstays? Do
they offer more strength or
more tire clearance?

Rick Crowe
Trey, NY

To tell the truth, “'good tire
clearance”” is approximately a
half-inck; anything less than
3/8-inch is poor, and over a
half-inch is excellent. Tire
clearance is important for
riders who might want to
Switch 1o wider tires, especially
some of the new 2.5 tires, or
Who ride in mud, sand, wet
leaves or mulchy terrain. The

advantages of S-bend stays are
increased tire clearance and in-
creased chainring clearance.
The double bends weave in be-
tween the problem areas. They
are not stronger than single-
bend stays.

1 never expected to write a

tainly never thought it would
be to a magazine that I've nei-
ther read nor heard of until to-
day. You see, I don’t ride
mountain bikes, I ride horses.
I’m writing this letter because
1 want to express my apprecia-
tion to all those responsible for
creating such a wonderful atti-
tude in mountain bike riders.
A few years back, when moun-
tain bikes started appearing on
the trails, we horseback riders
‘were dismayed by their lack of
courtesy and, in some cases,
thair sutright rudcncss. We ali
hoped that the park district
would ban bikes from the
trails. To my surprise and de-
light, mountzin bike riders
have somehow mi

pleasant, courteous
and thoughtful group of trail
wsers | have ever seen! Every
bike rider I have encountered
in the last year on the trails has

been very understanding and
thoughtful towards me and my
horse, and I try to always
thank them for their courtesy.
I’'m proud to share the trails
with the mountain bikers now.
I realize horseback riders can
be inconsiderate and discourte-
ous, 100, so | wanted you to
know that this horseback rider,
at least, has noticed and
thanks you all.

Swe Stewart

Lafayette, CA

Thank you, Sue. All moun-
ltain bike riders can learn a les-
son from Sue’s letter. When
you see a horse and rider on
the trail, puil over and let them
pass. Bicyeles, even ones mov-
ing very slowly, can spook a
horse. Why risk injury to
someone to save a few sec-
onds? Stop and have a swig
out of yaur water bottle. Be
friendly, be positive and share
the trails.

letter to a magazine, and I cer-

This letter strongly
Suggests that mountain-
bikes and other trail
users can recreate to-
gether successfully.

-S.A.

nen you re serious about doing
hard time on your mountdin bike
you re reaay for AT Four handlebars
from Scott LSA
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Life
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Box 122Bio Science West
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona 85721

31 March 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E 4th street

Safford, Arizona a5546

Dear Mr. Knox:

| have the following comments regarding the BLM Safford District Resource
Management Plan and draft Environmental Impact Statement (Dec 1989).

1. 1 generally support the recommendations for ACEC’s and hope to see rapid
implementation of the prescribed actions to restore and protect these areas.

2 Gila Box Outstanding Natural Area ACEC: | agree with the recommended
prescriptions under Alternative A, except that I prefer the additional ones under
Alternative B including the inclusion of more public lands and closing the Tiver bottoms
to off-highway vehicular we, but I am not in favor of natural wildfire suppression 11t the

riparian areas.

3. Turkey Creek R:E:nan ACEC: | agree with the prescriptions in the Preferred
Alternative except that I tthink you should include the suggesﬁon from Alternative B
about suspension of livestock ing. In addition, | recommend clang more roads
within the area and even blocking access to Turkey Creek at AravaipaCreesk.  Turkey
Creek is another of our important rinarian corridors and with it Oak Grove on.
Within the steep-walled narrow sides of Oak Grove is beauty as magnificent as those
along Aravaipa. In addition, Oakk Grove held (and may still contain) ene ¢if Arizona’s
onlygUnfortunately ts of Allen's Big-eared Bats (Idionycteris phyllotis).

the“canyonr is Littered with cow manure and human trash, evidence that disturbance
comes 100 frequently to wildlife within the canyon.

4. Guadalupe Canyon O ding Natural Area ACEC: Because of its proximity to
Mexico, this riparian area offers a corridor for individuals to move between populations

van%m both Mexico and the U.S. Such wildlife corridors are essential to restock
windling islands of habitat. t prefer Alternative B.

5. Aravaipa Canyon Wilderness Additions. | prefer the addition of as much land to the
Aravaj ilderness as is ible. | would then like to see it closed to*livestock grazing
and most vehicular wse. In dddition, | would like to see a decrease in hunt harvests of
deer in the immediate areas to encourage predators into these areas.

6. Eagle Creek Canyon Outstanding Natural Area ACEC: | strongly recommend the

suggestion in alternative B of the Eagle Creek Bat Cave ACEC to acquire 3160 acres of

Kub]jp land in Eagle Creek Canyon to join this parcel to the Gila Box QNA/Wilderness
rea.

Thank you for preparing this document for review. | encourage you to protect our
public lands in the most natural and native ways possible for our present and future
enjoyment in terms of conservation and preservation. Sincerely,

s ,Jiol’«w

Ronnie Sidner

260



91

9l-1

esources Inc.

PO. Box 509 Cortaro, Arizona 85652
(602) 2974330 Telex 5106001432

Fax (602) 297-1361

Aprils 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4thstreet
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

Ihave reviewed the Safford DistrictDraft Resource Management
Plan EIS and have a number of comments. Most apparent 15 the
tnadequate coverage of Management concern 4 Energy and
Minerals. The Safford District as reported JntTable 3-1 an page
13l has a cumulative mineral production inexcess of $80 billion
dol fars. Itisoneof the largest mineralproducingareas inthe
world, and 1! 1sreasonable top expect that other major minecal

depositswillb e discovered.

The Resource Management Plan also completely failed to cover the
production of yndustrial minerals. None of the areas proposed
for withdrawal, have had mineral evaluations, metallico r
industrial mineral,o r aleastnone werenoted |Nthe Plan. The
value o f industrial mineralproductioninthe s a f f o r d district

was n ot noted,or included inTable 3-1.

91-2

The [11 Ranch RNA ACEC, for example, c¢oversportions ofthe
Whitlock Diatomite Deposit. [suspect there are valid mining

claims in thisarea. The Compendium on Non-Metal |j¢ Minerals in

Arizona notes “there are still several hundred acres of
relatively undisturbed diatomite...facesof good diatomite so to
40 teet thick can be observed”. N o information on this deposit
1s included by the BLM,despite proposing this area for mineral

withdrawal,

We are also concerned about Riparian aAreas, particularly #37,
shown on map 34, This coversall of the Bowie chabazite deposit,
the only productivedepositof the zeolitemineralchabazitein
the world, The Draft Management Plan has 3 statements concerning
the Bowiedeposit, Only o n e 15 correct,the deposit 15north of
Bowite In the san  Simon Valley. However, the majorityof
chahazite production g from unpatented Federal mening Claims,

not from parented claims as stared in the Resource Plan.

Union Carbide Corporation, Letcher and Associates, The Norton
Company, East-West Minerals, NRG, Incorporated, Geraldine
Conne!l, and GSA Resources, Inc. allhold validunpatented mining
claims in thisarea. 1 n addition, GSA Resources, UnionCarbide
and East-West Minerals galsg hold valid State Mineral Leases an
sp]lt estate lands in which the surface f§ managed by the BLM,
To date chabazite witha product value of about$¢0million has

been produced from this deposit. There must be some awareness of
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91-3

this activity by the BIM, since this area has filed the largest
number gf notices and minjng plans in the safford District as

noted on page 132 Map 3[.

Finally, We have S$erious concerns about the misuse of ACEC's by
the BLM The ACEC's appear to be used to manage public lands as

defacto wilderness areas without meeting the c¢criteria mandated by

Congress. The 1l Ranch RNA ACEC and the Bear Springs Badlands
ACEC are good examples. Both contain jdentifiedresources of
Industrial minerals. Neither to my knowledge has had 3 mineral
inventory, but both are proposed tQ¢ be closed t@ mineral entry.

The JllRanch RN4 ACEC has diatomite deposits and the Bear
Springs Badlands ACEC contains deposits of clay and natural
zeolites. There are no compellingreasons toclose this area to
mineral entry. The mechanisms which formed these valuable
mineral resources, are also responsible for the fossil
assemblages present |fy these areas If is absurd to close an
area tQ mineral entry, because of the common fossil assemblages
found inthearea. Clearly, this 1§ not a unique resource,
Similar fossil assemblages are found tp tertiary basins

throughout the western Unjited States.

It would appear that the Resource Management Plan @&$§ proposed has
serious deficiencies, It is unclear how mineral development will

be impacted by the designated Riparian Areas. The proposed

81,000 acres of ACEC's constitute nearly 6% of the land managed
by the BIMin the safford district, This defacto wilderness
designation 1§ 1In additiontolands added towilderness this
yeéar, and appears to jpnclude areas which were deemed unsuitable
for wilderness. There does not appear to be a [egislative mtent
by Congress tgo allow this fype of withdrawal of mineral lands

from the public domain.

Attached tothis letter |$§ information Oh the Bowie and Bear
Springs deposits. A major problem in managing mineral resources
on public lands 5 the wuse of mineral needs of the past, to
project and allocate resources for the future. But, the minerals
of tomorrow are still being discovered. Materials used tofill
plastics, make advanced ceramics or build super conducting
materials are stil]being developed. The unique minerals which
will be needed supply these resource needs are sti]] being

identified.

N ew minerals like natural zeolites willalso p1ay an important
role {fi solving current environmental problems. Zeol 1tes from
Bowie a r e being evaluated for use in thetveatmenl of

contaminated mine waters, and are used far the solidification and
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disposal of hazardous and nuclear

chabazite was used to decontaminate the Three Mile

vessel.

DTE /mce

cc: Powell King
New Mexico State Office

Congressman Jon Kyle
Congressman Bob  Stump
Congressman Jm Kol be
Congressman  John  Rhodes
Senator Dennis DeConcini
Senator John McCain

Bill Epler
Paydirt
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ZEOLITE DEPOSITSIN THE GILA AND SAN SIMON
VALLEYS OF ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO

by Ted H. Eyde, GSA Resources, Inc., Cortaro, Arizona 85230

Abstract

Several deposits of zeolite minerals occur in Cenozoic rocks
in the Gila and San Simon Valleys both in New Mexico and
Arizona. Zeolite depasits occur not only in the lacustrine beds
within the valleys but also in vitroclastic tuf{ beds intercalated
with the volcanic rocks that form many of the mountain
ranges bounding the valleys. Though the geological processes
that formed these two types of deposits are diverse, the actual
geachemical reactions involved in zeolitic alteration are nearly
identical. Zeolite minerals in both types are alteration prod-
ucts resulting from the reaction between volcanic glass and

ine-alkaline waters. The saline-alkaline lake deposits that
are the subject of this paper are the most important of the two
types. These deposits comsist of ene or more i beds

azite deposit in the Dripping Springs Valley has been explored
by drilling. Several unexplored chabazite deposits occur in the
vicinity of Bear Springs, near Pima, Arizona.

Introduction

Zrolites are a group of 34 separate mineral species which
are crystalline, hydrated aluminosilicates that contain ex-
alkali or alkali rth cations. ive deposits

of high-purity zeolite minerais occur in both Cenozoic age
volcanics and sedimentary rocks of volcanic origin. Both
natural zeolite minerals and their synthetic counterparts,
which are known as molecular sieves, are used in pollution
control, radioacti refining,

of high-purity zeolite minerals interbedded in lactstrine beds.
The depasits are the aiteration product of volcanic ash ini-
tially ejected into the atmosphere by distant volcanism during
Pliocene-Pleistocene time. The vitric phase of the airborne
volcanic ash was carried large distances by the prevailing
winds and eventually deposited in shallow lakes in the Gila
and San Simon Valleys. Following deposition, the ash reacted
with the saline-alkaline lake waters to form zeolite minerals.
Sedimentary processes in the shallow, saline-alkaline lakes
were active before, during, and following the deposition of
the vitric ash. Consequently, the degree of zeolitic alteration
s well as the thickness and areal extent of the zeolite beds are
directly related to the depositional history of the basins. Two
zeolite deposits in the San Simon and Gifa Valleys are in
production. The zeolite deposit near Bowie, Arizona has pro-
duced chabazite used to purify sour natural gases and also to
remove cesium 137 and strontinm 90 from liquid nuclear reac-
tor wastes. The zeolite deposit near Buckhorn, New Mexico,
produces clinoptilolite used to denitrify sewage effluent and
to produce organic fertilizer from poultry manure. The chab.

and gas-puri i Natural zeolite minerals are
also used in construction materials, in carriers, fillers, and
coatings, aquaculture, and agriculture. Major future uses will
include waste-water treatment, solar energy, and synthetic-
fuel production.

Zeolite deposits of the Gila and
San Simon Valleys

The zeolite mineral chabazite was tentatively identified by
Lowe (1875} in an outcrop of volcanic tuff about 4 mi south
of Whitlock Cienega. This is believed (o be the first published
account describing 2 bedded zeolite deposit anywhere in the
world. Not until 1959 was this same chabazite deposit, now
known as the Bowic deposit, rediscovered by geologists of the
Linde Division of Union Carbide Corporation. The Dripping
Springs, Bear Springs, and Buckhorn deposits were discov-
ered during the same exploration program during 1960 and
1961. All of these deposits occur in the basins filled with late
Tertiary lacustrine sediments in the Gila and San Simon River
drainages in Arizona and New Mexico (fig. 1). A more de-

{New Mexico Bureau Mines & Mineral Resources, Circular 182, 1982]
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tailed expioration program in these basins would certainly
result in the discovery of additional bedded zeolitc deposits.
Extensive deposits of the zeolite minerals clinoptilolite and
mordenite ogcur in the Crelaccous and early Terilary vol-
canics in the Whitlock Mountains, Blue Range, Mogotion
Mountains, and Coronado Mountains. The deposils were
formed from the alteration of thick vitrophyre, vitric tuff,
and vitroclastic tuff members in the volcanics. Though the
deposits are large, most of them would require extensive
beneficiation o produce a marketable product. Even though
the geochemical reactions involved in the zeolitic alteration
are nearty identical, the origin of these deposits differs
s-gmﬁcamly from that of the deposns formed in a saline- or
of these deposits is

beyond the scope of this paper.

Several zeolite deposits occur in Tertiary lacustrine beds ex-
posed in the San Simon and Gila River drainages of southeast
Arizona and southwest New Mexico. The most important de-
pasits are the Dripping Springs Valley chabazite deposit near
Winkleman, Arizona, the Bear Springs chabazite deposits
near Pima, Arizona, the Bowie chabazite deposit near Bowie,
Arizona, and the Buckhorn clinoptilolite deposit near Buck-
horn, New Mexico. These deposits formed during Pliocene-
Pleistocene time when vitric ash ejected by volcanic activity in
the lar western United Sl.ucs was carried castward by the pre-
vailing winds and d in a series of sali Ikaline takes
that occupied the present San Simon, Gila River, and adjoin-
ing valleys.

The vitric ash reacted with the saline-atkaline waters con-
tained in the lake to form zeolite minerals. The size of the
vitric ash particles apparently is inversely proportional to the
distance from the source. Thus, the more distant the source,
the smaller the individual particles. In addition, the smaller
the particie size, the larger the surface area of vilric ash
available for reaction with the salinc-alkaline water. In
general, the zeolite deposits in the San S:mon and Gila River

thick consisting of zeolitically altered vitric ash and about
10% detrital matter. This bed is overlain by and in sharp con-
tact with a bed 0.14-0.20 It thick, consisting of a laminated,
Win-bedded, zeolitically aliered vitric ash containing a irace
ol detrital matier in addition to a irace ol clay und calcite,
Overlying this bed is a massive bed 0,30-0.67 I1 thick of zeo-
litically altered vitric ash. The bed grades upward into the
overlying red claystone.

The lower zeolite horizon grades from a clean unaitered
vitric ash at the north end of the deposit to 90% chabazite at
the south end of the deposit. The only other zeolite mineral
present in the deposit is a trace of clinoptilolite. A system of
paleo channels that flowed across the deposit has removed
large portions of the deposit.

BEAR SPRINGS, ARIZONA CHABAZITE DEPOSITS

Three chabazite-bearing tuff horizons ¢crop out on the east
side of the Gila River valiey near Pima, Arizona. Two hori-
zons crop out near Bear Springsinsec. |, T.7S., R. 23 E. The
other crops out in sec. 27, T. 6 S., R. 24 E. Heindl (1958)
locates ail three zeolite horizons in the Solomonsville beds
(Pliocene-Pleistocene) which are lacusirine beds composed
principaily of brown mudstones with a few beds of limestone,
sandstone, and conglomerate. Maay of the brown mudstone
beds contain unaltered, vitric-ash shards. The Solomonsville
beds dip gently toward the center of the Gila River valley, the
apparent center of the depositional basin.

The chabazite-bearing uff horizons were vitric-tuff beds
zeoliticaily altered to the minerals chabazite and erionite. As
is the case at the Bowie chabazite deposit, the individual
chabazite crystals are usually less than 0.20 microns in size.
Because of this extremely small size, it is difficult to determine

the of and erionite in the
zeolite horizon. The most abundant zeolite mineral is chaba-
zite followed by erionite, and occasionally small amounts of

valleys contain more ite and are si thinner
than similar deposits in California, Oregon, and Nevada. This
may be because the deposits in the San Simon and Gila River
valleys were farther from the source of the volcanic ash and,
consequently, the basins received a thinner fall of finer-
grained ash. It may also explain why the zeolite deposits are
generally thinner, the size of the individual crystals smaller,
and the deposits of higher purity. However, it does not neces-
sarily explain why chabazite is often the most common zeolite
mineral in these deposits.

DRIPPING SPRINGS VALLEY, ARIZONA
CHABAZITE DEPOSIT

A chabazite-bearing tuff horizon is exposed in a road cut on
the east side of Arizona State Route 77 about 23 mi south of
Globe, Arizona. The Anaconda Minerals Company acquired
the deposit in 1978 and since thea has drilled over 100 holes (o
explore ie.

The chabazite horizon is interbedded in a section composed
of brown mud, sandstones, and limestones of probable Plio-
cene-Pleistocene age. The lacustrine beds are nearly flat-lying
but dip gently toward the center of the Dripping Springs
Vallcy. In the roadcut the chabazite horizon consists of three
lithologies: a lower thin-bedded to platy bed, a middle
massive bed, and an upper thin-bedded to platy bed. Total
thickness of the chabazite is nearly 2 ft. Sampling done in
1960 indicated that the middle massive bed averages approx-
imately 67% chabazite. Drilting by the Anaconda Minerals
Company revealed that the deposit consists of two chabazite-
bearing horizons by what ists refer
10 as the red claystone bed which is about $ ft thick.

The Anaconda drilling program showed that the lower zeo-
lite horizon ranges frotm 0.50 to 1.74 ft thick and consists of
three distinct lithologies that include a lower bed 0.15-0.87 ft

Two chabazite-bearing tuff horizons separated by about 30
ft of brown mudstone with a few thin interbedded sandstone
beds crop out at Bear Springs. The lower chabazite horizon
averages about 1.5 ft in thickness, contains approximately
45% chabazite, and consists of two distinct beds. The lower is
a massive, yellowish-white bed 0.50 ft thick that contains
about 60% chabazite. Overlying this bed, but separated by a
thin clay parting, is a massive yeltowish-white bed 1.0 ft thick
containing 40% chabazite. The best exposure of the iower
chabazite horizon is in banks of the ditch that drains Bear
Springs. The lower horizon can be (raced by float and inter-
mitient outerops for nearly a mile along strike.

The upper chabazite horizon is a yellowish to grayish-white,
platy to massive, zeolitically altered tuff bed that has an
average thickness of about | ft and contains approximateiy
50% chabazite. In unweathered exposures along the road to
Bear Springs, the chabazite horizon is composed of a lower
massive bed 0.50 ft thick containing approximately 50%
chabazite. The upper bed, which is separated from the lower
by a thin clay parting, is also about 0.50 ft thick and contains
approximately 60% chabazite. The upper chabazite horizon
can be traced for about ¥4 mi along strike.

Another chabazite-bearing tuff horizon crops out about
4 mi northeast of Bear Springs and an estimated 100 ft down-
section in the Solomonsville beds. The flat-tying horizon con-
sists of a single yellowish 10 grayish-white tuff bed 1.010 i.5
ft thick that contains approximately 80% chabazite. The bed
crops out continuously for about 500 ft along the strike.

BUCKHORN, NEW MEXICO CLINOPTILOLITE DEPOSIT

Two clinoptilolite-bearing tuff horizons crop out along the
west side of Duck Crecek valley in secs. 3, 4 and 10, T. 15S.,

[New Mexico Bureau Mines & Mineral Resources, Circular 182, 1982}

R. 1R W. The oulcrops are visible approximalely % mi west of

.S. 180 from a point about I mi south of Buckhorn, New
Mexico. Double Eagle Petroleum and Mining Company ac-
quired part of the depasit in 1974 and installed crushing and
screening equipment. A small tonnage of sized clinoptilolite
produced from the deposit has been sold for use in advanced
waste-water treatment (AWT) plants 1o denitrify sewage
effluent. The clinoptilolite has also been used in the produc-
tion of an organic fertilizer from chicken manure. Leonard
Resources acquired a portion of the deposit in 1977 but has
not produced any clinoptitolite. No mining has been done at
the deposit since 1977,

The clinoptilolite beds are in a nearly flat-lying sequence of
facustrine beds composed of green and brown mud and clay-
stones. Heindl (1958) placed these sediments in the Cactus
Flat beds of Pliocene-Pleistocene age. Olander and Snrdam
(1979}, who investi the mi and depositional en-
vironment of the Buckhorn deposu correlate the deposit with
diatomite deposits about 3 mi north of Buckhorn that have
been dated at the boundary between early and middle Pliocene
or approximately 3 m.y. ago.

These i " .

four distinct

environments at the deposit: 1) a soil horizon possibly devel-
oped along the edge of an alluvial fan, 2) an intermittent
stream-channet and adjacent overbank deposits, 3) inter-
channel, flood-plain deposits, and 4) lacustrine or ponded de-
posits. This confirms what has been recognized at other
zeolite deposits—that sedimentary processes were activé in the
depositional basins before, during, and following the deposi-
tion of the parent vitric ash and also following zeolitic altera-

tion.

The clinoptilolite-bearing tuff horizons are separated by
approximately 20 ft of green and brown mudstone. The lower
horizon is a yellowish-white massive bed of zeolitically altered
vitric wff ranging from 3 1o 5 ft thick (fig. 2). Sampling done
in 1961 indicated that the bed contained 70-90% clinoptilo-
lite. More detailed sampling of the zeolite horizon revealed
that a lower 0.50 ft bed appears to have been an exceptionally
clean vitric, wuff prior to zeolitic alteration and contains
approximately 48% chabazite and an equal amount of clinop-
tilolite. Several samples of the bed contained from a trace to
more than 23% erionite. Olander and Surdam (in prepara-
tion) also indentified the zeolite minerals heuiandite and
analcime in addition to smectite/iilite, chert, calcite, quartz,
and minor amounts of detrital hornblende and biotite.

The upper zeolite horizon is a single | ft thick bed of mas-
sive, yellowish to grayish-white, zeolitically altered vieric tuff
that contains over 60% clinoptilolitc and a trace of crionite.
Both the lower and upper zeolitic-tuff horizons can be traced
for aver 1 mi along strike.

BOWIE, ARIZONA CHABAZITE DEPOSIT

The Bowie chabazite deposit is approximately 13 mi north
of Bowie, Arizona. The marker-tuff horizon that contains the
high-grade chabazite bed at its base crops out discontinnousiy
along the 3,440 fi contour line for approximately 7 mi along
both sides of the San Simon Valley. Most of the outcrops and
areas being mined are on the southwest side of the valley.
Only a few scattered ou|cmps occur on the northeast side of
the valley.

Lowe (1875), in passibly the first reference to 2 bedded
lite deposit, described an outcrop of what appears to be the
chabarzite-bearing tuff horizon approximately 4 mi south of
Whitlock Cienega. He described the zeolitically altered tuff as
a yellowish, soft, porous material that cropped out for about
% mi and concluded that the tuff was a mixture of quartz and
a hydrous silica related to chabazite or stitbite. The deposit
was literally rediscovered 84 yrs later in 195% by geologists
working for Union Carbide Corporation who were attempting

FIGURE 2—LOWER CLINOPTILOLITE HORIZON AT THE BUCKHORN,
NEw M ExicO DEPOSIT. The basal 0.50-ft-thick bed clearly visible 10
the left of the hand contains approximately 48% chabazite.

to locate the source of a chabazite-bearing ornamental stone
being quarried north of Bowie (Eyde, 1959).

Ernest Baugher, a retired railroad engincer from Buffalo,
New York, found the outcrops of the chabazite-bearing tuff
while rock-hounding in the area. He interested Frank Mea-
dows and Paul Sanger, who both worked for the Southern
Pacific Railroad, in the deposit, and the partnership staked
the BMS claims that covered the outcrops in the central and
northwest end of the deposit. Frank Clark, a butcher in Bowie
and a part-time prospector, staked claims covering the south-
east end of the deposit. Baugher and Clark quarried the lower
massive bed of the marker-tuff horizon and fabricated
bookends, lamps, paper weights, and pencil holders from it.
These souvenirs made of what was known as *‘Arizona Tuffa-
Tex" could be purchased during the 1950's and 1960°s at
stores and shops slong the Tucson -1 1aso highway.

The initial X-ray diffraction analyscs of samples from the
marker-tuff horizon indicated the presence of only small
amounts of chabazite. However, oxygen adsorption analyses
of several suites of samples collected from all the fithologies
within the marker-tuff horizon revealed that the lower
massive bed or the so-called high grade or ore bed was com-
posed of high-purity chabazite (figs. 3 and 4). A subsequent
field examination revealed that the lower massive bed could
be traced intermittently for nearly 7 mi afong the southwest
side of San Simon Wash (fig. 5). A re-evaluation of the X-ray
diffraction analyses revealed that the microcrystallinity of the
chabazite in the marker-tuff horizon produced low, broad
peaks that had been incorrectly interpreted in the initial

[New Mexico Burean Mines & Minerai Resources, Circular 182, 1982)
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FIGURE 3—CHABAZITE (CHAIN-LIKE CLUSTERS OF SMALL CRYSTALS)
AND ERIONIVE (LARGE CRYSTALS) FROM THE HIGHGRADE HED AT
Bowie.

analyses as indicative of a low chabazite content, This
microcrystallinity is apparent in scanning electron
micrographs of the ore bed.

In April 196], the Lindc Division of Union Carbide Cor-
Poration staked claims covering most of the deposit behind
the outcrops that were still covered by claims held by Baugher
and Clark. In 1965, the Davison Chemical Division of W. R.
Grace acquired the southeast end of the deposit. In subse-
quent years, the Norton Company, Leicher and Associates,
NRG Incorporated, Filtral Corporation, and the Anaconda
Minerals Company purchased claim groups either not ac-
quired or dropped by Union Carbide following the comple-
tion of the exploration drilling program in 1963.

&
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FIGURE 4~-CHABAZITF (CHAIN.LTKE CLUSTERS OF SMALL CRYSTALS)
AND.CUNOPTILOLITE { LARGE CRYSTALS) FROM THE HIGH-GRADE BED AT
Bowik.

FIGURE S—DISTRIBUTION OF THE MARKERTUFF HORIZON AT THE
BOWIE CHABAZITE DEPOSIT,

Over 3,000 holes have been drilled 10 explore the deposit.
Production records are unavailable. However, based on an
cstimaie of the arca mined since (962, it appears that the
deposit has produced about 12,000 tons of crude chabazite.
Activated natural chabazite sells for $1.50 to $1.60 per pound.
Therefore, after deducting moisture, mining, and processing
losses, the estimated market vatue of the activated chabazite
produced would be nearly $30,000.000. Rescrves are adequate
10 sustain the current production rate of approximatety 1,000
tons per yr indefinitely.

The Bowie deposit is mined by strip-mining techniques. In
order to produce the highest purity chabazite possible, i is
necessary 10 carefully remove all the overlying low-grade bed
and the underlying green clay from the high-grade bed. This
Operation requires a great deal of hand fabor. After mining.
the chabazite is stored in warehouses in Bowie for drying and
is then shipped out of state by rail for processing. The chaba-
zite is crushed and ground to minus 200 mesh, mixed with a
binder, extruded into rods or pellets and activated by calcin-
ing at a temperature of 800°F. Chabazite from Bowie.
Arizona is superior 10 synthetic zeokires for ceriain specialized
applications. Chabazile from the Bowic deposit is stabie at a
PH as low as 2.5 which makes it suitable for removing hydro-
gen chlorine from hydrogen streams, water from chiorine,
and sulfur dioxide from stack gases (Mumpton, 1975). Chab-
azite from Bowie is used in a gas treatment plant at the Salt
Lake oil field near Los Angeles, California 1o remove water,
carbon dioxide, and hydragen sulfide from casing-head gas. It
is also used to purify methane at the Palos Verde, California
land fill. Natural chabazite from Bowie has been used suc.
cessfully to recover cestum 137 from nuciear-reactor efflu-
ents. Most recently, chabazite from the Bowie deposit has
becn used in a blend of natural and synthetic zeolites to
remove the radioactive eiements from the water at the dam-
aged nuclear reactor at Three Mile Island, Pennsylvania.

The aerial view of the deposit taken in 1960 shows that the
marker-tuff bed formed prominent outcrops that extended to-
ward the center of the San Simon Valley (fig. 6). Most of these
Outcrops were removed by mining operations. These ourcrops
were along the southwest side of the valley. Only a few scat-
tered outcrops occurred on the norehwest side of the valley
and these were nearly obscured by sand dunes.

An examination of the marker-tuff horizon {fig. 7} reveals
two lithologics. A lower massive bed is known a the high-

{New Mexico Bureau Mines & Mineral Resources, Circular 182, 1982)

FIGURE 6— AERIAL VIEW OF TRE BOWIE CHABAZITE DEPOSIT LOOKING
NORTHWEST. This photograph was taken in 1960 prior 1o the siart of
mining operations.

grade or ore bed (Sheppard and others, 1976) and the over-
lying bed is known as the thin-bedded or low-grade bed. The
low-grade bed is a grayish or yellowish-while, zeolitically
altered, vitric-tuff bed that contains numerous clay partings
near the base and mud and sand partings toward the top. The
upper bed grades into the overlying green and brown
mudstones. Rippte marks are common particularily near the
contact with the underlying high-grade bed. The upper bed.
which is usually very thin or absent in the northwest part of
the deposit, is from 3 to more than S ft thick near the center of
the deposit and thins again to less than a foot thick at the
southeast end of the deposit.

The mineralogy of the upper bed is not well known. Even
though several hundred drill holes have penetrated the upper
bed in the central part of the deposit, only a few intersections
were collected and stil! fewer of these were analyzed. The
mine operators regard the upper bed as 2 mining problem
rather than a mineral resource because the bed is difficult to
strip without disturbing the underlying high-grade bed. It is
known that the upper bed contains several facies with distinct
zeolite-mineral assemblages that can be correlated between
drill holes across the central part of the deposit. The upper
bed contains approximatety 40% chabazite and signiticant
amounts of erionite and clinoptilofite. Preliminary tests indi-
cate that the upper bed can be beneficiated 10 a final product
containing 85% zeolite mincrals in about 50% of the original
weight (Mondale and athers, 1976). The upper bed is a poren-
fially valuable mineral resource that is presently being winted.

The lower massive bed is a yellowish- to brownish-white,
zeolitically altered vitric tuff that ranges from less than 0.10

e

showing the lower massive high-grade bed and the overlying, thin-
bedded, low-grade bed.

FIGURE 7—~MARKER-TUFF HORIZON AT THE BOWIE CHABAZITE DEPOSIT
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to 0.70 fi thick. !t contains from 60 to Y% chabazitc, from a
trace 10 more than 15% crionitg, and small amounts of

i ilolite. The microcr of the zeolite minerals
makes accurate estimates of the exact percentage of each
mineral present difficult. Ungquestionably, the principal
mineral of the high-grade bed is ite. The
mine operators attempt to producc a consistently high-grade
product. Consequently, those portions of the deposit that
have a relatively higher erionite content and, therefore, a
lower chabazite content exhibit a significantly lower adsorp-
tion capacity, Depending on the adsorption capacity, the
operators either do not mine the bed or blend it with higher
purity material to produce chabazite with a consistently
uniform high-adsorption capacity.

The marker-tuff bed was deposited in a closed lacustrine
basin that was confined 1o the present San $imon Valley. The
bed is enclosed in green lake beds that consist of a section of
green and brown clays having an unknown thickness. Edson
(1977} has identified the clay minerals as a2 non-interlayered
mixiure of smectite and illite. He also reports that one of the
holes drilled by the U.S. Geological Survey in [972 intersected
anather zeolitic waff horizon within the green lake beds about
77 i below the marker-tuff horizon. This is not surprising,
because more than one zeolitic-tuff horizon occurs al all of
the other zeolite deposits in the San Simon and Gita River
valleys.

The airborne vitric ash was deposited in a shallow saline-
alkaline lake subject to large fluctuations in depth (fig. 8).
During dry cycles, the marker-tuff bed was exposed at the sur-
face when parts of the lake dried up. During wet cycles, this
bed was again submerged and covered by green and brown
clays when sedimentation resumed. Several areas occur within
the deposit where the marker tuff bed was exposed at the sur-
facc, eroded, and then covered by more green ciay. Some of
the changes in mineralogy that have affected the adsorption
and cation-exchange capacities of the high-grade bed may be
correlated with these weathered areas.

The northwest end of the lake was shallow. This interpreta-
tion is supported by the discavery of tracks of an extinct lama
and camel in the clay beds beneath the chabazite bed (fig. 9).
A network of smalt streams flowed into the shaliow northwest
end of the lake. These fresh-water streams distributed and
reworked the vitric ash prior to zeolitic alteration. Zeolitic

\

FIGURE 8—OuTiINF OF THE ORIGINAL RASIN OF DEPOSITION AT THE
BOWIE CHARAZITE EPOSIT

[New Mexico Bureau Mines & Minerai Resources, Circular 182, 1982)
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FIGURE 9—CASTS OF LLAMA TRACKS IN THE HIGH-GRADE BED OF THE
BOWIE CHABAZITE DEPOSIT.

alteration apparently did not occur either in or adjacent to
these stream beds. These so-called contemporaneous channels
are filled with fine sand and unaltered vitric ash. In the north-
west end of the deposit, closely spaced drilling is required to
locate these channels prior to stripping and mining opera-
tions.

The initial ash fail afier compaction appears to be aboul 0.1
ft thick and can usually be secn in the driil core as a thin white
layer that approaches 100% chabazite at the base of the high-
grade bed. Streams transported the ash deposited on the adja-
cent watershed into the lake where currents and the topogra-
phy of the lake bottom controlled its distribution (fig. 10).
The high-grade bed is thickest along depressions in the lake
bottom (fig. 11).

The mineralogy of the high-grade bed in the marker-tuff
horizon changes from the shallow northwest end to the deeper
southeast end. Near Ryan Dam at the northwest end of the
depositional basin, the marker-tuff horizon is a clean, white,
unaltered vitric tuff that grades into a partially altered vitric
tuff and then into the typical high-grade bed to the southeast.

FIGURE 11—DEPRESSION IN LAXE BOTTOM AT BOWIE CHABAZITE
DEPOSIT. The high-grade bed that has been cleaned but not mined
'was much thicker in the depression.

The change from a calcium-rich to a sodium-rich deposi-
tional environment is gradational over a distance of 7 mi. In-
terestingly, the increase in sodium content is also reflected by
the color of the high-grade bed. High-calcium chabazite is a
light-ycliowish-white color and high-sodium chabazite is an
orange-brown color. Previous workers believed that the
orange-brown chabazitc contained more iron than the yellow-
ish-white chabazite. However, chemical analyses (Sheppard
and others, 1976) show that the yellowish-white, calcium-rich
chabazite has a higher iron content than the orange-brown,
sodium-rich chabazite.

A system of younger paleochannels has cut through the
green lake beds and removed miost of the marker-tuff hori-
2on. The deposit in fact consists of several erosional remnants
separated by alluvium-filled channels. Subsurface informa-
tion indicates that the paleochanneis on the southwest side of
the San Simon Valley flowed 10 the northeast. Less complete
subsurface information from the northeast side of the valley
suggests that the channels flowed toward the southwest. This
mdu:ales lha( the paleochannels drained into a major north-
g drainage system necar the center of the present

The northwest end of the deposit was a cals ich environ-
ment characterized by the occurrence of caicite concretions

ithin the high-grade bed. The chabazite is a high-calcium
variety that has a light-yellow color. Gypsum does not occur
in the northwest end of lhe deposu The soumas( end of the
deposit was 2 sodi by the
occurrence of thenardite within the high-grade bed. The
chabazife is a high-sodium varicty approaching the composi-
tion of herschelite (Regis and Sand. 1967) which has a dark-
orange-brown color. Both gypsum and analcime arc common
in the southeast end of the deposit.

FIGURE 10—A CONTEMPORARY CHANNEL FILLED WITH GRAY SAND AND
UNALTERED ASH CUTTING THROUGH ORE BED AT Bowis. Direction of
flow was from the lower left toward the top of the photograph.

San Slmon Valley, which also drains to the northwest (fig.
12).

i

i

i

i
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FIGURE 12—MAJOR PALEOCHANNELS AND DIRECTIONS OF FLOW AT THE
BOWIE CHABAZITE DEPOSIT,

[New Mexico Bureau Mines & Mineral Resources, Circular 182, 1982]

FIGURE 13—A PALEOCHANNEL (DARK-COLORED AREA NEXT TO BACK-
HOE) THAT CUTS THROUGH UNMINED, HIGH-GRADE BED AT THE BOW(E
CHABAZITE DEPOSIT. Direction of flow is from the bottom of the
photograph toward Ihe lop.

The channels are filied with sand, coarse gravel, and brown
mudstone (fig. 13). Large angular fragments of chabaziie
from the high-grade bed are found in the channel gravels in
areas where the channels intersect the marker-1uff horizon.
Qrmall wallennndad rhahasite fraom. < fram ths hich.arade
bed can be found in the channel gravels several mifes down-
stream fram the area where the channel cut rha marker tuff
horizon. The palcochanncls developed aftsr the o of
the green lake beds and of course after the z:olmc alteration
of the marker-tuff bed was complete.

The brown lake beds overlie both the palcochannels and the
green lake beds. Subsurface information from the northeast
side of the San Simon Valley confirms that the brown lake
beds overlie paleochanneis that have cut through and removed
the older green lake beds and the zeolitically altered marker-
tuff horizon. On the southwest side of the valley, the brown
lake beds overlie the green lake beds. The basin of deposition
for the brown lake beds (fig. 14) appears to have been much
smaller than that of the green lake beds. Possibly, the recent
erosion associated with the formation of the preseni San
Simon Valley may have removed the brown lake beds from
the southwest side of the valley. The brown lake beds are
characterized by clay beds that contain disseminated halite
crystals. No zeolitic uff beds are known to occur in the brown
[ake beds.

Conclusions

The zeolite deposits in the Gila and San Simon Valleys arc
the result of the alteration of vitric ash deposited in a series of
saline-atkaline lakes. Geological evidence suggests that the
vitric ash from distant volcanic eruptions did not simply fall
into large quiescent lakes with stabie levels of water and alka-
linity. Instead, the ash appears to have been deposited in
shallow lakes in which the water level and alkalinity were
variable and sedimentation was active. The successful ex-
ploration and dcvelopmem of these zcolue deposits requires
of how these processes control

an
their formation.

7
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o

FIGURE (4—DISTRIBUTION OF THE BROWN LAKE ¥EDS AT THE BowIE
CHABAZITE DEFOSIT.
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Nr. Steve Knox April 6, 1990

Page 199: Eaqle Creek Bat

In {tem 4 under the special management prescription, the DEIS calls for
acquisition of private lands at the auth of the cave as they become available.
This land is not available and will not become available for sale or trade to
the BIM  Under _item 5, alternatives considered, the plan indicates that an ACEC
would be established on 3,160 acres of public land in Eagle Creek Canyon with
the Eagle Creek Bat Cave included. However, what the plan does not state at
this particular point is that this ACEC would include nearly 5,000 acres of pri-
vate lands. An ACEC which includes 5,000 acres of private "lands and only 3,000
acres of federal lands is unmanageable and is an improper ACEC. In  addition,
?1d1 olf theI rd"ipar'ian zones are included within the private lands and not in the
ederal ands.

page 203. Red Knolls

"The Red Knolls geologic formation was evaluated for ACEC status based
primarily on concern for human safety.” Ye arp pleased to see BLN reject clos-
ing of areas to protect humans from their own unsafe actions.
Page 202, Trujilloe and Turtle Mountain Desert Grassland

We are pleased to see BLN declining to run through a myriad of over-

protective designations of an_area until the area finally qualifies for inclu-
sion into some protected classification.

Appendix 5: Wild and Scenic River Study Reports . 6ila River Bx Seament

The inclusion of the Yild and Scenic River report and recommendations
within the resource O nageaent plan reduces the importance of this action and
should not be the only means of gathering comments on this particular issue.
These studies and recommendations should be noticed separately and should have
separate hearings.

In 1981, the U, S. Forest Service and l. S. Bureau of Land Management
issued a 152 page study report and EIS regarding potential designation of the
San Francisco River as a Wild and Scenic River. Quoting from the letter sent to
the President, at the conclusion of that study by the responsible agency. "Based
on the river evaluation, the analysis of alternatives, and the public input, it
was_ concluded that the San Francisco River should not be recommended for
addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System."

The current seven page analysis placed in the Appendix of a 290 page
Draft EIS for the Resource Management Plan is a far cry from the previous effort
and essentially conceals the issue from all except those who carefully study the
DEIS.  Certainly the local man-on-the-street who will be affected by this deci-
sion (Alt. B) is not aware of the action. Accordingly, the preferred alterna-
tive, Alternative A, must be followed for this issue.

Il- 25

I-26

[-27

ni-28|

Nr. Steve Knox -8- April 6. 1990

Page 232

Again the statement "referring to the last "freeflowing stretch of the
Gila River in Arizona." is used. This should be stated in different terms.

Page 234

Under the section 5 Local/Regional Social/Economic Considerations, the
statement is made that "Designation of the river would not have an impact on
this (livestock) activity or any other potential employment in the area.® This
is simply not true Designation of wild and scenic rivers for these river
segments would definitely have impacts es industry develops In the future and
permit issues are raised. Delays in  permitting,” additional requirements for
permitting, and work stoppages resulting from the increased regulation in this
particular area irregardless of any real impacts will indeed cost jobs_and could
mjﬁgngxhaffect the future economy of the area. This Same Section indi-
cates in Graham County 0% of the income is related to government, retail and
service sectors. However, this statement refers to dollars paid by businesses
which operate in Graham County and not dollars to people who live in Graham
county. For instance, it does not include the 450 employees who work at the
industrial complex in Greenlee County but yet live in Graham County. This
annual payroll of approximately 12 million dollars is excluded from the Graham
County figures. If statements regarding economic impacts are to be made in this
draft resource management plan, the numbers should be accurate.

The following comments apply to the maps.

Nap 3:  Gila Box ONA ACEC. The outline of the ACEC should conform to the re-
cently  proposed  NCA  boundary.

Nap 21: The outline of Eagle Creek canyon QNA ACEC should include the outline
of private lands within the ACEC. This display would graphically
illustrate that nearly 5,000 acres of private patented fee lands lie
within the ACEC boundary which includes only 3,000 acres of federal
lands. This illustration would clearly point out the labored nature of
this ACEC and the inability of BLN to manage such an area.

Nap 32: The Gila Box QNA ACEC boundary should be modified to conform to the re-
cently developed Gila Box NCA boundary.

Nap 35: The map clearly indicates that sections 1 and 12 in T5§ R29f are tar-
geted for retention by BLN. These sections contain mining operations
on public lands and should not be included in the retention base. They
should be targeted for sale or exchange.

The large Safford district land status map included in the draft RMP
inaccurately depicts property ownership in section 12 T5S R29E, by failing to
show private 1and along the San Francisco River.
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Thomas J. Taylor
1851 E.University Dr. Apt.C
Tempe, AZ 85281

April 2.1990

§ teve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Burean of Land Management
42.5 East 4th Street

Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

| have recently had a chance to look gver a copy of the "Safford District Resource
Management Plan". | am writing this letter to convey my comments and opinions on
the plan gs it affects Aravaipa Canvon and ding areas. It is my view that the
value of A ipa Canyon is b of its wild and i ibility. These

qualities are extremely rare in the modern world and becoming even more rare, so they
deserve to be protected.  For this reason 1 generally prefer Alternative B, the
estabhshmcnt of r.he Amvaxpa ‘Watershed ACEC of the RMP, rather than no action or
, 1 would prefer to see some changes in this

altcmar.\ve

| see no reason for the suggested opening of Virgus Road,as this would increase off-
road vehicle use in this area, which would increase dust, erosion, air and noise
pollution 3§ well increasing sediment into Aravaipa creek (and hence impact wildlife
and threatened and endemic fish). Surely, with so many Arizona roads already
available to ORV navel, the value obtained by openlng rgus road cannot balance
against the negative enwmnmcnml impact on this pnsm:le area. | can also find no
benefit in obtaining legal access to Hell Hole Canyon nail; this area is already
perfectly reachable from the usual access points, another trail iNto the area is 5|mply
not needed. | also favor the establishment of the Table Mountain RNA ACEC and
the Desert Grasslands RNA ACEC (Pilares).

Thank you for the ppportunity to express my thoughts on these matters

Sincerely yours,

Thomas J. Taylor
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEIIAN, Governor:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
2151 Berkeley Way, Room 723A
Berkeley, CA 94704
(415) 540-2391

April 3, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
42% E. Fourth Street
Safford, AZ B55454

Dear Mr. Knox:
Reference is made to your bureau’s 1989 Resource Management Plan,
Draft Envaronmental impact Sratement, Areas ot Lritical

Environmental Concern, Eagle Creek Bat Cave.

| have spent nearly the entirety of ny professional career

i nvestigating the public health and econonic inpacts of bats,
primarily Mexican free-tailed bats, on mankind. Over 20 years
were spent in the employ of the U. S. Public Health Service,

followed by 14 years gf employment by the state of Califprnia
Department of Health Services, preceded by pver 15 years O
ecol ogi cal studies 0N bats. Therefore, | feel justified |"
commenting gn your proposals.

It is in the best interests agf humans to preserve Mexican free-
tailed bats and other insect-eating bats, The immense quantities
af insects consumed by these mammals reflect their contribution
to the control of i nsect predators gof man, his [livestock, crops,
forests, and the general environment. Bats are practically alone
1n affording this Protecti on against the insects that are active
from dusk tO dawn.

Like all mammals, an occasional bat may develop rabies. But
unlike other mammals, especially carnivores such as skunks or
foxes, infected Mexican free-tailed bats only weaken and die,
never becoming aggressive. Moreover, these bats never
experience outbreaks of rabies as carnivores do, only from 0.1 to
0.5% being infected when the virus is present in a colony.

From the sastern United States to eastern Arizona, a generallg—
distributed soil fungus may nmultiply in fecal deposits of birds
or mammals, including those of bats. When large doses Of the
fungus are inhaled in" fecal dust, a disease called histoplasmosis
may result. The fungus mi ght be present in the cave guano.

93-1 _

Steve Knox -2~ April 3, 1990

It is ¢ J000IW  that man’s best interests ¢Xee be served by
protecting the bats of Eagle Creek Bat cave, a goal which can be
achieved by installing a gate that will keep unauthorized people
4¢ [OX the cave but not hinder passage of bats. Such a gate
would have the added advantage pf preventing potential exposur e

of unprotected people tO the aforementioned Infections. he
cave is especially important as a site of annual reproduction of
the bats. Moreover, proposals t0o preserve the surounding are.5
are equally important, since such areas provide the insect food
to sustain thebats during thecritical reproductive period when
long-distance mobility Cm be restricted due to pregnancy or the
necessity to care for the nunflyina bab% bats that remainin the
cave, 0Of course, measures should e takent 0 preclude
molestation of the animals, such as by shooting, or handling of
them except by authorized, protected persons.

You are to be commended for your timely proposals.

Sincerely,

Uy iy,

Denny G, Constantine, DM, M P H
Publ i ¢ Health Veterinarian
Veterinary Public Health Unit
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ROSE uoni)m ‘GOVERNOR
RANDOLMI WOOD, DIRECTOR

April 4, 1990

Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader
Management

Bureau of Land
425 E. 4th st

reet

Saf ford, Arizona

Dear Mr. Knox:

85546

1%
;&s] ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
~<2]

2655 E. Mgnolia, Suite 2
Phoeni x, Arizona 85034

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)} has reviewed

the Safford
Envi ronnent al
opportunity to

District
Impact Statenent

conment on the document.

The San Pedro and Upper @Gila drainage basi
n land managenent pr_ogosed by the RMP, The 1988
ide

the changes i

Nonpoint Source Assessment Report

quality problems in

nt
these systems as fol

San Pedro River drainage basjn:

Qut of a
drai nage

total
basin

Resource Management Plan and draft
(RMP/EIS}). We appreciate the

ns  would be affected by

ifies the primary water
| ows:

of 694 niles of stream reach in the San Pedro

the ADEQ has assesse

that 206 miles are in partial suppo
standards while 21 niles fail to neet mininum accepted |evels.
contani nant s include el
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levels.
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d  soi
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rt of state water quality

evated sedi ment/turbidity,

di ssol ved oxygen: high netal

acconpanying acidity  problens; elevated nitrate
Grazing and mning are suggested as the probable
contributors of these pollutants.
| erosion for over 15 percent of the grazing
the San Pedro basin.

Upper_Gila River drainage basin:

The upper

stream reach:

probl ens,
nles in
Upper @i

nons

Gila River

A 1976 inventory showed

drai nage basin contains 920 mles of

the ADEQ assessed 378 niles for water quality
identifying 346 miles in partial support and 23

upport of state water

la basin is characterized
with grazing, agricultural irrigation, and

quality standards. The
by elevated turbidity and

Mning and waste disposal

sedi ment ati on,
silviculture the suspected sources.
also degrade water quality in the basin

Both the San Francisco and Blue Rivers, conponents of the
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Central Palm Plaza Building

2005 North Central Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Mr. steve Knox
April 4, 1990
Page 2

The ADEQ supports Alternative A, which acknow edges the need to
protect the ‘district's resources while accommodating the demands
of nultiple use. However, as identified in the RMP, the Safford
District riparian areas account for only five percent of the
district's land area. AS these increasingly threatened riparian
resources have A& beneficial effect on water quality, serving as

buffer zones that glow the influx of sediment "and chem cal

contamnants into the stream system the ADEQ recomends that the
protection of riparian areas receive priority in water quality
managenent schenes. In particular, the ADEQ believes the following
riparian areas should receive the increased protection afforded by
Alternative :

Bonita Creek:

The unique qualities of this system as a domestic water
source, @ habitat for diverse fish and wildlife populations,
and a rich archaeological site are well docunented in the RMP.
From the standpoint of water quality protection, Bonita Creek
would be best served by designating and managing the Bonita
Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)a s
stipulated under Aternative B. This would increase the ACEC
from 1.572 acres to 30,243 acres, thereby including the entire
wat ershed into the ACEC nanagenent strategy. This woul d
guarantee an increased level of protection for this valuable
stream system

Aravaipa Creck:

Under Alternative A a total of 2376 acres would be designated
an ACEC, primarily to protect two riparian woodlands. Due to
the inportance of Aravaipa Creek, as a recreational resource,
wildlife habitat, and donmestic water sourre—, the ADEQ urges
the BIM to consider designating the entire 78,000 acre
Aravai pa Watershed ACEC outlined in Alternative B. This would
provide the greatest level of protection to the resources of
Aravai pa, complementing the 6700 acres currently designated
as W lderness.

As grazing, nining, and off-highway vehicles (OHVs) are significant
contributors of nonpoint source pollution to waterbodies in the
Safford District, the ADEQ recommends the BIM incorporate the
following measures into the final RIS:

1) Cose all riparian areas to OHV use and construct fencing
to exclude livestock from all riparian areas. Both  nmeasures
would preserve riparian vegetation and reduce erosion and
sedi ment ati on.
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Mr. Steve Knox
April 4, 1990
Page 3

2) Inplement nining restrictions on 200,849 acres, as proposed
in Aternative B, This action would significantly inprove
water quality, since water quality in the Safford District is
adversely inpacted by resource extraction activities at the
present tine. In addition! we recommend that mning
restrictions, including prohibition of sand and gravel
operations, be inplenented in all riparian areas, due to the
degrading effect these activities have on water quality.

The ADEQ comends the Safford District for its efforts to protect
its resources, particularly soil ~—and water, and to rehabilitate
those areas currently in unsatisfactory condition. We hope our
comments are useful.

Sincerely,

Carol Russell = .

Manager, Nonpoint Source Unit

CR:csw

University of Illinois Museum of Natural History  College of Liberal Arts and Sciences
at Urbana-Champaign 438 Natural History Building 217 333-2517

1301 West Green Street
Urbana, IL 61801

April 3, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

The opportunity to protect a colony of bats should
certainly be taked advantage of by all concerned.
Colonial, cave-dwelling bats are the most susceptible
to severe endangerment. These bats are in large numbers
in a relative small area where man can harm them in a
variety of ways.

The large concentration of free-tailed bats in Eagle
Creek Cave is a good example. Many things that humans
can and will do in such a cave can harm and destroy these
bats.

The Indiana bat, Myotis sodalis. in winter is a colonial
cave-dwelling bat.  The entire species occupied a few
caves in the winter. Disturbances in these cave* caused
great destruction of these hats.

All efforts should be made to protect the colony of
free-tailed bats _in Eaale Creek Cave. The area should
be fenced and gait-ed in such a fashion that _humans do
not have access to the bat area. Such fencing and gates
should not hinder the free novenent of the bats.

I urge all agencies involved to acy guickly to protect
Eagle Creek Cave in as natural a cofition as possible
for all wildlife, and fgg the foibles of humans.

Yours truly.

ool b i

Donald F. Hoffmeyfter
Professor of Ecolegy. Ethology and
Evolution and Director , Museum of
Natural History, Emeritus
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PIMA TRAILS ASSOCIAION

oy 5660 Paseo de la Trada
AR Tucson, Arizona 85715
;4 602) 577-2095
(602)

Ray A. Brady, Digrict Manager
u. s. Bureau of Land Management
Safford Distict Office

425 East Fourth Street

Safford, Arizona 85546

April - 3.1990
Dear Mr. Brady,

Wein Pima Trails Association appreciate being given the opportunity to comment

on the proposed Resource Management Plan for the Safford District. Four PTA

members served On a committee to review this plan: Jan Nathanson, Anne Britt, Steve

Anderson and Janice Luepke. Because the main focusof PTA istrails, we reviewed the
RMP from g recreational/access aspect and did not address other issues.

We have the following recc dations/ ges:
1. PTA isin favor of non-motorized mult-use of thetrail system inPima County. We
also endorse the 700-mile |ong Arizona Trail, which is non-motorized We believe
motorized OHV s¢ should belimited in certain areas of the RMP. We hae a very
good relati ip with the in biking community in Southern Arizona, and would
like to see in bike use ded to other areas, It is patently unfair to group
mountain bikes with other motonzed off-road vehicles. We request that mountain bikes
be deleted from the OHV category and be instead put into their own category.  There
|s no more environmental impact from these recreationists than from that of hikers or

The damage that occurs is when strays from the
stablxshed ‘trails and goes "cross-country”. \We in PTA strongly disco this. There
can be compatibility on the trails if trail users follow proper trail etiquette.

2 Designation of certain trails as "switable for mountain bikes” would offer these
enthusiasts 3 wider gpportunity to enjoy Arizona. Areas of steep slopes/switchbacks/obst-
ructed views would 1o be suitable for multi- -w W|th mountain bikes, as there are too

hazards involv trail si cluding trail etiquette guidelines, should
be posted at all trailheads. PTA Board | Member and mountain biker, Steve Anderson,
has agreed to help form a committee to meet with you and your staff to evaluate and
designate mountain bike trails.

3. Adequate parking areas for horse trailers need to be established or expanded at
traitheads and campgrounds. Corrals need to be erected where needed at campgrounds.

4. There has been much concern expressed in regards to the Virgus Canyon Road

proposed reconstruction southwest Of the Aravaipa Canyon Wilderness Area. This is a
pristine area and no encroachment by OHV use should be permitted this close to the
wildemess  area.

’!_'hankdyou again for your support. We would appreciate being kept informed
about this stul Please don't hestate to cal if you have questions or need help.

Sincerely, M

Jan Nai n, Resident

Anne Britt, Vice-President
Steve Anderson, Board Member
Janice Luepke, Member

. PTA Board
Janice Luepke
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Don and Bev Geldmacher

Holy Joe Ranch
ACSR Box 4262 85202
Winkelman, AZ
April 3, 1990

Stave Knox

RMP Team Leader

BIM, 425 B, 4th St.

Safford, AZ 85546

RE: Safford District Draft RMP/EIS; ARAVAIPA CANYON

Dear Mr. Knoxi

Hopefully , the approach you have taken »ill permit public comment on
wilderness expansion to proceed within, and concurrently with, the RMP.
It was certainly confusing and confrontatiocnal in the past not to be
ahle to dicuss their interrelationship during public comment periods
devoted singularly to one or the cther.

Alternative A, the prefarred alternative, has demonstrated the wisdom

of this approach. With some additional considerations, it is a reason-
able plan for those lands which ar= now yours, as opposed to the MFP of
ten years ago; which was a plan for those lands which were not yours.

It involves only minimal scquisitions of private lams for adwinistrative
sites, which were acknowledged as necessary by Safford Dist. PLAC at that
time. Additionally, you are certainly entitled to reasonable venicular
access where none exists.

The expanded wildernsss and proposed vehicular racreational use of the
table lands represents a critical social impact that wes not addressed,

and which requires additional consideration. Currert. use of the west end
Pinal County access road 1s at the maximum permissidble within FPA standards
for ambient air quality as related to those who reside adjacert to the
right of way.

The Ngtionsl Regional Becrestionsl Pyeility which you are plaming must

address the reponsibility for health and safety on and along the weet end

access road as visitor use increases. It is reasonabie thid BIN should accept
responsibility for that use shich exceeds curremt .se by owners

of in fee lands. The following questions need to be addressed priar to the

FINAL RMP, )

1. Over the period of the IMP/EIS, what is the anticipated visitor day

use? Year 1, year 2,............"..yur15?
2. Are you prepared to provide the funding necessary to bring the west
access road to the safety ds y to this

mmber of visitars?

3. Are you prepared to provide the funding nscassary to bring the west
access road within minisal XPA standards for amblent air quality to
protect the health of sdj)acent residents as visitor use incresses?

2.

In December, 1979 District Manager Guy Baler agreed {0 prepare a budget
request for funding in PY 1982, (EGIIBIT A).Land status, your ownership;
recreational plans, ALTERNATIVE A3 cooperative agreements, The Nature
Conservancyj dictate that you procesd with this projsct.

If you are not ahle to provide for the health and safety of visitors and
residemts due to regulatory restraints, the only action for the Safford
District RQ/!IS relative to Aravaipa Canyon must be ALTERNATIVE D (XO
ACTION). A strong effort should then be made to place all Aravaipa public
lands within the National Park System in a manner similer to The San Pedro
Riparian National Conservation Arsa so that funding can be made svailable.

Wilderness expansion should not go forward until this issue 1s resolved.

Sincerely yours,

N
A

ré
Ppon gnd Bev Geldwacher

cc: Bill Mathieson

Morris K. Udall
Bob Stump
Jon Kyl

y N, § 7 e
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IN REFLY agzEM TO

United States Ueparsment of the Interior 2017
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
District Office
425 E. 4th Street
Safford, Arizona 85546

Dr. Donald E. Geldmacher
P.0. Box 668
Kearny, Arizona 85237

Dear Dr, Geldmacher:

As we agreed at our December meeting, I had our engineers do some pre-
linimary work om potential road locations for alternate solutions to
the Aravaipa Canyon road problem. I presented our findings te the
Pinal County Board of Supervisors and we have agreed that B1M will

try to arrange funding for repair, recoustruction, and (some form of)
surfacing of the road.

Waile we find that topography may provide an opportunity for an alter-
nate road on tne north side of the ridge, both the Board of Supervisors
and I believe we will be most cost efficient if we use the present
location,

Based upon this agreement, we are preparing a budget request to start
the project. Most likely, our earliest funding will be in FY 1982,
I will keep you and the Board advised of our progress.

Sincerely,

/ﬁ, /,ﬂ./@w/

~pLetrict Manager

cc: Arizona State Directoxr (910)
Division of Technical Services (940)
Charles Guinn, Pinal Co. Bd. of Supervisors, Florence, AZ 85232
James Karan, " " " “
William Mathiesom, " " " "
James Kerr, n " " "
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3216 N. Jackson Ave.
Tucsozn, 85719
April 4, 1990

Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader
Safford District 0ffice
Buresu of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street

Safford,

Arisona 85546

RE: Safford Distriet Resource Management Flan - Environmental Impact Siatement-Draft

I would 1ike to support Alternative A {the freferred alternative as proposed in
this document with the Following comments.

Fage 21

98-1|

FPage 23

Page 29

98-2|

M t G

The atatement Lm ..Z-, ,3....:& Ve Fime Mamagonent Man (in pecpore
tion, 1989). "wildfires will be put out". I am aware that since the Yellow-
stone Fire {1568) management direction has besn given to agencies by thoae
in authority at the Washington level, im part becauss of outecries from an
1ll-informed public. I would hope that the entirs fire policy could de
Tenspessed as fire nistorically has Teen very much a part of the natuzal
Froceases of ecosystexs. IPhilosophically it seems to me to be 1lloglcal
te suppress firs ia wilderness areas if these wilderness sress have been
set aside to allow natural yroceases to occur. It is indicated (p. 22) that
a “natiral start® might be allowsd 47 it 1s in an area that has been
aprroved for a prescribed turn. I look forward to reviewing the proposed
Fire Marugoment Flan when it is released.

Issue 1 - access

1 would urge that the District Transportation Flan be developed within

the imnedigte future. Access to the public domain lands is of increasing

inportance and concerz to a mumber of citimens. Obtaining legal access

for public and edninistrative use across private landa in 37 locationa

Districtwide and across other State and private lands as determined in the

future should, in my opinion, be given the highest priority in Diatrict

Plannirg and funding, Iz effect, fallure to obtain access creates de facto

wilderness in many cases. FProviding access is part of the Bureau's pri-

zary recreation role in providing a and types of
td on (M c 3, pege 19). I strongly support

the Bureau's actions under this Issue.

Issue 3 - off-highway vehicles

Itex 1. I would like to support the pjroposal to designats the Hot Well
Dunes area "Open” to off-highway vehicle use. This is an aree that has
historically been used Zor this type of recreation and, in ay opimion, it
1s inportant to rwcognire that there is a growing segment of the population
that enjoya the use of this arss. Designating an area specifically for
such use whould pake it ecasfer to close other areas to indiscriminate ume.

Issue & - riparian areas

Itex 3. "Develop a riparian inventary system. Coordinate dsvelopment and
ioplementation of the systes with other land managing agencies™, You ny
be aware that as a zesult of Governor R. Moffard's Executive Order on
Riparian Habitat (1969) thers is now a Task Foros zadm up of representatives
of stats agencies that is working to develop an inventory system. I would
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urge that your office keep updated on the actions of this bedy as the pro-
1iTeraticn of various “inventary systshs" may not be in the best- iatersstis
of sxpediting whatever protectlon may be warranted in this ares.

Item 11. “Build Timber Draw Doz on the San Simon". I stworglf support
the implementation ¢f this propesed action. 1 have Firptehard knowledge
of tha vaina nf the othar structures that have been built by tho Buresu
along the San Simon and tha rehabilitation of thes letds wloug lbe Blver
that has d. Scil ion on the watexahed has been diminished and
wildlife hebitat has been incrsased. I belisve that the positive impacta
of this action would far cutweigh any negative impacts.

Page 29 Manggement Concern 1 - wildlife habditat

Item 2 . “Invantory the District o dwbwmlae lhe jpeeswucw esd aluadescs
of pricrity apecies and their habitat". Would you considar adding language
sarlng that this would te done in cooperation with Game and Fish? This

98 - 3 language was included in Alternative D, Management Concern 1, #2, page 80.

It would appear ¢ be apRIORTiate alsc for Altarnative A, Tho aame
"oooparative" langusge might be comsidered also for #4, (page 30) which
speaks to transplants of wildlife.

Page 31 Ttem 10, I would ancourage the timely development of the Habitat Manage-
ment Plens foxr the Risied arsas An cooparation with the Arizona Gans and
Fiah Department, A close werking ralationship between the two sgencles is
vital for the EIM mansges the habitat sad the Gade azd Fish manages the
wildlife, MUCE ham besn accomplighed in habltat improvemsnts state-wide
in the past ten years as a result of the implementation of HMFw previously
adspted, The dovelopment ard inplementation of new FHMPe will contlinue the
mucceas staries.

Page 40 Management Goncearn 7 - vegetation
Itex 3b, I am particularly interested in this mroposal for it is ia an
arsa that historically hae been negleotod, The relatienships of such
crestures As harvester ants, KTABSNODPErs, rodants and rabhits to tha
vegetatlion in their habitats is little understocd because of lack of
knowledge. I would suggoet that conaideratlon de glven to working with
the appmojriate departstieuts at the Univermity of Arizona, the land-grant
college, to develop graduate student rojecta that could provide needed
base-line dsta.

A general comment - I belleve that the approach taken in Alternative A in respect
to AOECe mnd Wildorncoe expamsion ia epjuvpclalws The vontloued expassion of
“rrotected” areas is of increasing concern to a number of citlzens who percsive
tha actions as an "elitist" movement, I fizmly believe 1nat the public WILL take
care of their lands IF they are provided with inforzation as to HOW to use them.
The matter of educating the public in the wise uss of the public dozaln azd ita
resources is, in my opinion, ons of the major issusa facing us ail.

I beliave thot Altermative A will fulfill lhe wllcy declaration of Section 102(8)
Public Law 5579 (1576). The Zureau has fulfilled its. zandste to davelop a plan,
it is nov the publics job to provide the political support to make sure that the

funding and personruel are povided to ths Bureau %o luplemeat the aandates of the

plan.
Brameco Wikomaw

Trances V. Verner

276



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
3616 W, Thomas, Suite 6 2-21-88-F-114
Phoenix, Arizona 85019

April §, 1990

MEMORANDUX
TO: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Safford. AZ
FROM: Field Supervisor

SUBJECT: Biological ~Opinion. Draft Safford District Resource Management
Plan apd Environmental Impact Statement

This responds to your request of January 5%, 1990, for fonal consultation
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as
mended, ¢@p the draft “Safford District Resource MWanagement Plan and
Environmental Impact Statemeat” (RMP/EIS) for Bureau of Japd Management
(BLM} lands in Cocbise. Gila, Graham, Greenlee, Pima, and Pinal Counties,
Arizona. The species of concern are the spikedace {Meda fulgida), loach
winnov (Tiaroga cobitis), Gila topminnow (Poeciliopsis occidentalis
occidentalis). desert pupfish (Cvprinodon macularius). nerearine falcon
(Falco %e_rgggm anatum), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), aplomado
falcon (Falco femnralis geptentrionalis), Sanborn's long-nosed bat
(Leptonycterig samhnrnid. Cochise pincushion cactus (Coryphantha
robhipgorum), and Arizona hedgehog cactus (Echinocereus_triglochidiatus
var, atigop90-day consultation period began on January 8, 1990,
the date your request W38 received in our office.

This biological opinion is based on infomation provided in the RMP/EIS,
other infomation provided by the Safford District staff, data in our
files, and other sources of infomation.

BIOLOGICAL OPINION

It is Wy biological opinion that implementation of the draft “safford
District Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement” is 1)
not likely to affect the aplomado falcon; 2} not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of the @§ila topmimnow, desert pupfish, peregrine
falcon. bald eagle, Sanborn's long-nosed bat. Cocbise pincushion cactusg, or
Arizona hedgebog cactus: and, 3} not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the spikedace or loach minnow and not likely to adversely
wodify the proposed critical habitat of the spikedace or loach minmovw.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Project Degecription

The proposed action is implementation by the BLM of the preferred
alternative set forth in tbe Resource Management Plan for public lands of
the Safford District in southeastern Arizona. The RMP/EI§ provides overall

managempent guidance for administration of the District and makes specific
land allocation decisions regarding identification of lands eligible for
disposal, lands considered high priority for acquisition, designation of
Areas of Critical Enyjronmental Concern ({ACEC's}, and limitations Qf use of
public lands by off-highvay-vehicles (OHV's). The RMP/EI§ also identifies
which wildlife and plant species are to be considered as priority species
in land management decisions. Decisions on allocation of resources for
livestock grazing were not madé in tbis document, with the exception of
6.521 acres of the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area (RNCA)}.
Grazing decisions were made in two prior documents, the 1978 “Upper Gila
San §imon Grazing Environmental Statement” and the 1981 "Eastern Arizona
Grazing Environmental Impact Statement'. Management of the existing
Aravaipa_ Wilderness (1988) and the San Pedro RNCA (1989) Wwas also addressed
in prior documents

Species_Description

The spikedace {Meda fulgida) ¥a3 listed 43 a threatened species on July 1.
1986. Critical habitat a5 proposed on June 18, 1985, for portions of the
Verde River and Aravaipa Creek in Arizona and the upper §ila River in New
Mexico. The spikedace is a small, silvery mipnow reaching a maximum size
of about 25 inches (Minckley 1973) which inhabits the interface of fast
and glow waters in shallow, flowing streams (Propst et al. 1986). within
the Safford District, the spikedace is presently found in Aravaipa and
Eagle Creeks.

The loach minpow (Tiaroga cobitis) was listed as a threatened Specles on
October 28. 1986. (ritical habitat ¥as proposed on June 18, 1985. for
portions of the Gila, San Francisco, and Tularosa Rivers and Dry PBlue Creek
in New Mexico; and the Bine and San Francisco Rivers. Aravaipa and Campbell
Blue Creeks in Arizona. Tbe loach minnow is bottom-dwelling inhabitant of
fast rater areas (Propst et al, 1988). It is a slender, elongate figh
reaching about 2.5 inches in —I'ength (Ninckley 1973). Within the Safford
District, the loach m 17NOW bas been documented only in Aravaipa Creek.

The Gila topminnow (Poeciliopsis occidentalis occidentalis) wag listed as
an endangered species on March 11, 1967. The Gila topminnow is 3 small,
livebearing fish found 1p the Gila, Sonora. and del la Concepcion River
drainages in Arizona, Ner Hexico, and Sonora, Mexico (Ninckley 1973,
Vrijenhoek et al. 1985). Within the Safford District, the Gila topminnow
has  five extant reintroduced populations in Mescal Warm Springs, Cold
Spring Seep, Big Spring, Watsom Wash. and Martin Well.

The desert pupfish (Cyprinodon macularius) was listed as an endangered
species 0D March 31, 1986. Critical habitat vas designated at Quitobaquito
Sprjng, Organ Pipe (actng National Mopument, Arizona and three locations in
Imperial  County.  California. The desert pupfisb is a small fish

historically c-n  throughout mach of the lower Gila River system, the
lover Colorado River system, and the Rio Sonoyta systen in Arizona,
California, and MeXico (Ninckley 1973). The Safford District has 00e
reintroduced population of desert pupfish at Hovard Wwell.
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Rock ACEC, would benefit the species. Actions rbicb may adversely affect
the peregrine falcon. such as Vegetation manipulation, should be analyzed
on an individual project basis to determine it effects woyld be adverse,
neutral, or beneficial.

Protection of riparian areas and stream flowys will, in general. have
beneficial effects on the bald eagle. Continued grazing and allowance of
OHV uge in stream channels will negatively impact the bald eagle.

Sanborn’s long-nosed bat woyld be Impacted by many of the actiens proposed
in the pNP/EIS due to the overall effects of the composition Of the plant
community. Actions such as livestock grazing and vegetation manipulation
would be of particular coneern for this species through depletion of food
supply. Designation of ACEC's would have little impact on Sanborn's long-
nosed bat due to management prescriptions which call for continued
livestock grazing, vegetation manipulation, and some wmining in #any of the
ACEC's. Establishment of an ACEC at Bat Cave on Eagle Creek may benefit
some other bat species. but that cave is not known to be used by Sanhorn’s
long-nosed bat.

The proposed BLY acquisition of State lands wegt of Guadalupe Canyon would
have a beneficial effect on the Cochise pincushion cactus. Because this
cactus is not currently ynown from BL¥ lands. no other actions in the
RMP/EIS would impact the species until and if the State lands on which it
occurs are acquired. at that time. such actions as grazing, vegetation
manipulation, mineral development. giv access, etc., may be of concern.

Little effect is expected to the Arizona hedgehog cactus from actions and
policies proposed in the RMP/EIS.

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7(a) (1) of the Act directs Federal agencies to utilize their
authorities g further the purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation
programs for the benefit of endangered and threatened species. The term
conservation pecommendationg has been defined as suggestions of the Fish
and Wildlife Service (rug) renarding,diacrationarv,measures to minimize Or
avoid adverse effects of @ proposed action on listed species or critical
habitat or regarding the development of information. The following
constitute F¥§ conservation recommendations:

1. Private lands along Eagle Creek should be identified as high priority
areas for BLM acquisition.

2. We recommend adoption of the alternative B, Aravaipa Watershed ACEC
boundaries. as a part of the preferred alternative.

3. The exclusion of grazing, closure to OBV use, withdraval from mineral
antry. leasing. and sales..and asmmisgition Of brivate and State inholdinas
should he incinded in the management prescription for the Aravaipa
Watershed ACEC.

4. If BLM does not already hold water rights, an attempt should be made to
obtain them for Mescal Warm Springs, ¥atson Wash, Martin yell, and Howard
¥ell,

5. Public lands being considered for disposal should be analyzed for their
value as fwd source for samborn‘s long-nosed bat and those with
gignificant stands of agave or saguaro should be retained in public
ownership or exchanged for other lands with similar value for the bat.

6. Any gating of caves should be done with bat-sensitive techniques to
allow for full access to the caves for samborn's long-nosed bat and
candidate bat species.

7. Plans for vegetation manipulation and treatment ghonld be carefully
analyzed for their effects, both direct and indirect, on listed species,
and plans modified to eliminate any adverse effects.

INCIDENTAL TAKE

Section 9 of the Act prohibits any taking (harass, harm, pursue, bunt,
shoot, round, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any
such conduct) of listed species without a special exemption. Hars is
further defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation
that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly
impairing behavioral patterns such as breeding, feeding, or sheltering.
Under the terns of Sections 7(b) (4) and 7{o)(2), takipa that is incidental
to. and not intended as part of, the agency action is not considered taking
within the bounds of the Act provided that such taking is in compliance
with the incidental take statement.

No take of spikedace, loach minnow, gila topmirnow, desert pupfisb,
peregrine falcon, bald eagle, Sanborn’'s long-nosed bat, Cochige pincushion
cactus, or Arizona hedgehog cactus Is expected to pgeyr as a result of
general implementation of the RMP/EIS. However, incidental take of several
of these species may occur as a result of various site-specific actions
taken under the ungrella of the RMP/EIS. Any action taken under this
RMP/EI§ that is expected to have any effect (beneficial or otherwise) on a
federally listed species mygt undergo additional Section 7 consultation.
Aédthatdtime the potentiai for incidental take from such actions wil} be
addressed.

In order for the Fws to be kept jnformed of actions that either minimize or
avoid adverse effects or benefit listed species or their habitats, the pyg
is requesting notification of the implementation of amgy conservation
recommendations.
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The peregrine falcon (Falco pereqrinug anatum) was listed as an endangered
species OB October 13, 1970. It is a medium-sized, blue-gray falcon which
inhabits rocky, steep cliffs, preferably near water. Documented nesting
sites of peregrine falcon are found within or pear the Safford District at
Eagle Creek. Dos Cabezas ¥ountains, Galiure Mountains. Pinaleno Nountainms,
Black Rock area.. and Aravaipa Creek. Gand oerearine falcon habitat also
exists jn the Mescal and Peloncillo Mountains and the Gila Box, although
peregrine nests have not yet been found in those areas. The Willcox Playa
area also provides excellent foraging area for migrating peregrine falcons.

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocenhalug) ¥ag listed as 3@ endangered
species Off larch 11. 1967. This larae. yrimarily fish-eatina raptor is
found 18 the southwest as two distinct populations, thoge which nest ip the
southwest apd those which only winter in the southwest (USFWS 1982). An
occupied bald eagle pegt is located just below Coolidge Dam and the
territory of that pair includes portions of the Safford District.

Wintering bald eagles are known from several areas on the Safford District,
most notably the Gila River in the Gila Box and below Coolidge Dam and
along the San Francisco River.

The aplomado falcon (Falco femoralig septentrionalis) was listed as an
snAangared species on Februarv, 26.. 1986. Althounh there e ayv be mptantizl
reintroduction habitat for the aplomado falcon jp southeastern Arigppa, it
is not presently kmown to occur there.

Sanborn's long-nosed bat {Leptonycteris gsaphorni) wag listed as an
endangered species on September 30, 1980. This bat feeds primarily on
nectar from agave and saguaro blossoms. It winters south of the U.S.
border and migrates into tbe United States ip the spring and SUMRer. No
maternity colonies are Mom in the Safford District, but Sapborn's long-
nosed bat has been recorded in several portions of southeastern Arizona,
including the Mammoth, Muleshoe, Port Huachuca, San Pedro River.
Paradise/Portal, Port Bovie, San Simon, and southern Pinaléno Mountains
areas (Cockrum, In press). While roosting sites are most likely at higher
elevations, much of the foraging habitat is located 0p lands of the Safford
District.

The Cochise pincushion cactus (Coryphantha_robbinsorum) was listed as a
threatened species on January 9, 1986. j small, unbranched cactus, the
Cochise pincushion cactus grows on gray limestone in the Semidesert
Grassland at an elevation of about 4,200 feet (Benson 1982}, It is not
presently known from lands of the Safford District, but is found OB State
lands identified for BLM acquisition in the area east of Douglas.

The Arizona hedgehog cactus (Echingcereug tri idi var. arizomicus)
¥ag listed as an endapoered species Q@ October 25, 1979. R dark green,
single or multiple gtemmed cactus growing 2.5 to 12 inches tall, the
Arizona hedgehog cactus inhabits open slopes in the understory of shrubs of
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the Madream Evergreen Woodland/Interior Chaparral ecotopne at 3,800 to 5,200
feet elevation (Rutman 1990). Populations of this cactus are known to
occur vithin the Safford District in the Mescal Mountains.

IMPACTS OF THE ACTION

Environmental Baseline

The safford District has RaNYy ongoing management acti es including
livestock grazing, mining, recreation, road con3truction and maintenance,
wildlife management, water developments, vegetation manipulation, etc.
These activities have resulted in various adverse and beneficial effects to
federally listed species and together with other human activities in
southeastern Arizona have contributed to the present threatened or
endangered status of the species of concern in thig opinion. General
guidance concerning management of M08t categories of BLM management actions
are addressed in tbe RMP/EIS. Management of the San Pedro RNCA, of most
grazing in the District, and of the Aravaipa Wilderness will not change
from the ongoing management 3g set forth by the existing documents listed
earlier in this opinion.

Direct _and __Indirect Effects of the Proposed _Action

Land y§e decisions and changes 1n management as a result of the
implementation of the preferred alternative of the RMP/EIS will affect the
Rlne federally listed species kpnown to occur vithin the Safford District.

The spikedace and loach minmow Will be similarly impacted by tbe RMP/ELS.
¥hile certain provisions of the RNP/EIS will effect potential recovery
habitats for these two fisb, that is not within the scope of the Section 7
consultation process. Effects  addressed in this  biological opinion  are
limited to those wh wil) affert the ¢ d eurvival of the existing
populations. (n Aravaipa Creek the designation of an ACEC on Turkey Creek
may have 8¢ positive effects; however, those effects would be limited by
the small geographic scope of that ACEC and the continued grazing of the
ACEC., Acquisition of State and private lands in the vicinity of Eagle and
Aravaipa Creeks would probably result in overall beneficial affects tQ the
spikedace and loach minnow as would various protections proposed for all
riparian areas.

Ag ritb the loach minnow and spikedace, the G]',la toplinnov and desert
pupfish will be addressed in this biological opinion only in regards to
their existing populations.  Continued livestock grazing and livestock and
rildlife water developments would exert Some adverse affects upon these tvo
fish while the various protections propogsed for all riparian areas would
result in beneficial i-pacts.

The peregrine falcon would be impacted by various actions proposed in the
RMP/EIS including OBV regulations, ACEC designation. and vegetation
manipulation.  Certain proposed actions. such as designation of the Black
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This concludes formal consultation on this action. Reinitiation of formal
consultation is yeguired if the amount or extent of incidental take is
exceeded. if nev information reveals effects of the action that may impact
listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not
considered in this opinion, if the action is subsequently modified in a
manner that causes an effect to the listed species g¢r critical habitat that
was not considered in this opinion, or if a new species is listed or

critical habitat designated that wmay be affected by tbe action.

It we can be of further assistance, please contact Sally Stefferud or me
(Telephone: 602/379-4720 or FTS 261‘4 20}.

Sam F, spiller

cc: Director, Arizona Game and Fish DePartment Phoenix, Ariozna
Regional Director. Fish and Wildlife Service, Albuquerque, New Mexico
(FWE/EC and SE)
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
3616 ¥, Thomas, Suite 6
Phoenix, Arizona 85019

April 5, 1990

MEMORANDUM
T0: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Safford, Arizona
FROM: Field Supervisor

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Safford District Resource Management Pla” and
Environmental Impact Statement

1" response to your January 5. 1990 request. the Fish and Wildlife Service
{FW§) has reviewed the draft “Safford District Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement™ (RMP/EIS). This memorandum contains our

general comments and review of overall wildlife concerns. The biological
opinion  which  will  conclude formal Section 7 consultation on the RMP/EIS

will he sent under separate cover.

GENERAL COMMENTS
Land __Exchanges

The FWS is strongly supportive of the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM's)
land exchange efforts and believe that BLM acquisition of State lands in
the Turkey Creek, Muleshoe, Babocomari River. and Guadalupe Canyon areas
¥ill he of great value in the protection and enhancement of wildlife and
plant resources, including recovery of threatened and endangered species.
In addition to those areas identified i” the preferred alternative. We
suggest that acquisition of State lands also be considered on the rest
slope of the Santa Teresa Mountains to provide protection for the Aravaipa
watershed and to join Aravaipa Creek BLM lands to the Santa Teresa
Mountains and BLM lands beyond tp form & large contiguous area of federally
owvned lands. Large contiguous areas. especially those combining lowland
and mountain areas. tend to maintain a higher diversity of species and
provide & greater degree of protection for ecosystems.

The RMP/EIS does not identify which private lands are tg be acquired
Although ye realize that specific parcels ¢annot be identified due to the
need to find willing sellers or exchangers, ¥e believe the RMP/EIS should
identify areas in which such acquisition is considered desirable. For
example, W@ recommend that under the stated objective of acquiring
privately owned riparian lands within QI adjacent to public lands, the
following private lands be identified as high priority: ipholdings in the
San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area (RNCA), lands between the
Palominas portion of the RNCA and the downstream portion, lands along the
Babocomari River, lands along the lover San Pedro River, and lands along
Eagle Creek.
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One minor question arises concerning the lands identified for disposal. 1"
T.135., R.19E., Sec. 30 there are two lots (J and 4) identified for

disposal. § gprimg identified as potential Gila topminnow reintroduction
habitat and included in the draft proposed rule for degignation of
experimental nonessential populations of that species is also located in
T.138., R.19E., Sec. 30. Qur maps are not of sufficient scale to determine
if the spring is on lands identified for disposal. If it is and is not
deemed sufficiently valuable as reintroduction habitat, wye would appréciate
prompt notification so that it can be remgyed fra the draft proposed rule
prior to publication.

1978 and 1987 Grazing___Environmental Impact _Statements

We believe the decigion to exclude analysis of grazing as a” issue in the
RMP/EIS is a serious flay in this document. The majority of the grazing
lands in the Safford District {Digtrict) were addressed in the 1978 “Upper
Gila-San Simon Grazing Envirohmental 'mpact Statement” (Upper Gila EIS),
vhich ¥e believe is out of date and in need of review. This RMP/EIS§ may be
the most effective place to update the grazing analysis and allow the
District's master land use allocation decisions to be made wjth
consideration of all major land use issues instead of excluding
consideration of the single most pervasive land use.

Many things have chanqed since 1978; in particular, the District has
acquired OVel 250.000 acres of additional lands and disposed of a similar
amount. Alterations in grazing management due to the acquisitions and
disposals need to be addressed. The 1987 “Eastern Arizona Grazing
Environmental ~ Impact ~ Statement” may address gome of those lands; however.
since that document has no Wapg shoving specific areas being analyzed and
refers to the areas by allotment pumber only, it is impossible to discern
which of the pey lands are addressed. Since 1978, several species found in
Or “ear the District have been added to the Federal list of threatened and
endangered species, including Cochise pincushion cactus, Arizona hedgehog
cactus, spikedace. loach minnow, $anborn's long-nosed bat. and desert
pupfish. In addition, the 1978 Upper Gila EIS ghows that 91 percent of the
range in the area of consideration was in fair to Poor condition at the
time of that document. The RMP/EIS reports only 63 percent of the range to
be in fair to pOOr condition attributing this large increase in condition
to reductions in livestock numbers, better livestock ®anagement, and
increased rainfall. Thus, the Upper Gila EIS would appear £o be out of
date and inadequate for use as 2 bageline for master land 8¢ allocation
decisions a” other resources.

¥e believe that balancing of all competing land uses. which is the purpose
of a~ RMP, cannot be accomplished if the allocation of resources for ope
land use Were made prior to the RMNP, Uge of prior decisions on a single
land use 38 the baseline for allocation of remaining resources to other
land uses will result in a biased decision.
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Priority Species

Each alternative in the RMP/EIS has a different list of species which will
be considered to he priority gpecies, and priority species are delineated
only for animals. ¥e recommend that all of the species listed on Tables 3-
2 (pages 137 and 138) and 3-3 {page 146}, plus any species on the District
vhich in the future become State or Federal threatened, endangered or
candidate species, be adopted as priority species for the preferred
alternative under both the wildlife and vegetation management concerns.
This would be in keeping with BLM policy regarding listed and candidate
species (BLM Manual Section 1622).

Riparian Areas

¥We support the emphasis which the gMp/EIS places an protection of riparian
areas, their retention in public ownership, and their withdrawal from
mineral entry. The goal of 75 percent of riparian areas in g¢od or better
ecological condition by 1997 is commendable. It would be helpful if
information vag furnished in the plan on percentages of riparian in each
condition class at the present time. We also ask for clarification of what
portion of the riparian resource of the District will be inciuded in this
protection. The RMP/EIS simply says “riparian” and refers the reader to
map 34. Map 34 delineates the major riparian areas on stream courses.
However, much of the riparian resource in the District 1s found in very
small pockets around springs, seeps. and small perennial waters 1n
otherwise ephemeral streamcourses. These small riparian areas are not
shorn on map 34 and it should be made clear in the RMP/EIS whether they are
included in the “riparian” which is recomended for retention and
withdrawal from mineral entry.

Ve recommend that discussions of riparian areas be extended to also address
the aquatic habitats which are interdependent with riparian habitats.
Management of these two habitat types must be integrated in order to
optimize protection and enhancement of each. Optimum management for one
type will not necessarily result in optimum management far the other, and
single-minded pursuit of riparian management without consideration of the
aquatic habitat may result in damage to and loss of opportunity for aquatic
habitats.

Grazing in the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area

¥e strongly object to continued grazing on the 6.521 acres of land which
are part of the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area (RNCA), but
vhich were not addressed in the San Pedro River Riparian Manageament Plan.
¥e believe that grazing is not compatible with the congressionally mandated
purpose of the ®NCA. A portion of these lands lie along the Babocomari
River and should be considered an integral part of the riparian lands which
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BLM is mandated to protect and restore under the RNCA. That protection and
restoration cannot be fully realized in the presence of livestock grazing.
Upland areas on the east side of the river are less vital to the overall
purpoese of the RNCA, but their removal from grazing would facilitate
management of the RNCA and contribute valuable information about the
impacts to the riparian area from protection of upland areas of the
watershed. Such ipformation would contribute greatly to the analysis of
the pros and cons of grazing in the RNCA that w1ll occur at the end of the
15 year grazing moratorium. ¥e understand that grazing rights on these
former State lands were guaranteed for the life of the existing leases as
part of the exchange agreement with the State of Arizona. However. we
recommend that the RMP/EIS stipulate that livestock grazing will be
terminated at the expiration of the current leases. In addition, we
recommend that the interim protective fencing far the Babocomari River
riparian zone presently being considered by the District be added to the
RMP/EIS as an action item of the preferred alternative.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

¥e commend BLM an the recommendation of 17 areas for ACEC designation. and
recommend the following boundary changes. Because of their outstanding
wildlife resources and their importance to preservation and recovery of
threatened and endangered species, ve recommend that the expanded
boundaries set forth in alternative B be adopted for the Bonita Creek, Gila
Box, Aravaipa Watershed, and Guadalupe Canyon ACEC's. ¥e also recommend
that the Swamp Springs-Hot Springs Watershed ACEC be expanded slightly to
include all BLM owned areas within the Bass Canyon watershed. These
additions would increase the amount of land to be designated as ACEC's to
about 7 percent of the total BLM lands in the District: a relatively small
allocation. Existing literature indicates that larger contiguous areas are
generally more effective at preservation of vildlife than small isolated
areas. In addition, the surrounding watershed is vital in the protection
of aquatic and riparian resources and many impacts cannot be alleviated
without protection of the watershed as well as the stream bottoms. For
example, although the bottomlands of Aravaipa Creek have been protected for
many years, the uplands are still subjected to multiple use practices and
according to the Aravaipa Wilderness Management Plan have been heavily
impacted by livestock grazing with vegetative condition in the side canyons
cited as poor. As a result, uplands are still contributing sediment and
water quality impacts to the stream and are in need of 0 anageoeent to
alleviate grazing impacts.

¥e alsorecommend some changes in the management prescriptions recommended
for the ACEC's. Under all alternatives, the majority of the ACEC's would
remain open for grazing, mining. and off-highway vehicle {08V} use. The
definition of an ACEC states that their purpose is to provide special
management to protect outstanding natural values. If all the same land
uses are allowed as would be the case without ACEC designation, there
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appears to be no purpose 11 the designation of ACEC's. In particular, we

that t prescriptions for the Bonita Creek. Aravaipa
Vatershed (including Turkey Creek and Table Nountain), and Swamp
Springs/Rot Springs ACEC's specify no grazing. closure to QHV use,
withdraval froma mineral entry, leasing and sales, and acquisition of
private inholdings. ¥e also recorend that the alternative B Gila Box ACEC
management prescription recommending closure of the canyon bottom to QHV
use, be brought forward into the preferred alternative: and that
installation of a gate to exclude humans while still allowing free bat
access be included in the management Prescription for the Eagle Creek Bat
cave ACEC.

The RMP/EIS states that for ACEC's which are part of wilderness Study
areas, their designation a8 wilderness would result 1m removal of ACEC
status. We recommend retention of ACEC status even if the area is placed
into  wilderness. Designation as an ACEC allowg more flexibility in
management, and we believe the dual Status will help provide maximum
protection to these areas.

and _Scenic

ers

Of tbe areas Studied for Wild and Scenic River designation, wg believe the
single area recommended for designation in the preferred alternative 1§ the
least wild and scenic. Rationale far exclusion of the @gj]a River segment
below Coolidge Dam 1g set out in the RMP/EIS, but no rationale is included
for the exclusion gf any portions of the Gila Box and San FPrapeisco River.
Lacking that ratiomale, it is difficult to understand why this outstanding
example of the few free-flowing river segments left in Arizona should be
judged not suitable for Wild and scenic designation. §e recorend that
conclusions reached in the Wild and Scenic River Report (appendix §})
regarding the Gila Box be adopted a3 part of the preferred alternative:
with 17.95 miles of Wild designation on the Gila and San Francisco Rivers,
10.85 miles of scenic designation on the Gila River, and 4.95 pjles of
Recreation  designation Of the Gila River. Ye believe that designation
would be beneficial to wildlife and threatened and endangered species in
the ila and San Francisco Rivers.

Unique Waters

Ye Support your plan to evaluate several District streams for designation
as Unique Waters. W¥e believe guch designation vj_]_l help to protect those
streams and theif high value natural resources. The RMP/EI§ indicates that
Bonita Creek also qualifies for consideration for Unique ¥ater designation.
We recorend that Bonita Creek be identified under the preferred

alternative for nomination for designation ag a Unique later.
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Wwater Rights

The RMP/EIS identifies eight perennial waterg vhich BLM will evaluate as to
their potential for BLM acquisitior of State rater rights. We support this
effort and recommend that many of the isolated Springs and Short perennial
stretches in epheleral stream channels be added to the list of sites to be
evaluated.

Vegetation Manipulation

Land treatment and vegetation manipulation are listed as anticipated
actions under all alternatives in the RMP/EIS. We recommend that the
RMP/EIS specify that such treatment and manipulation will not occur in
habitat for endangered. threatened. or candidate species, Such as Arizona
hedgehog cactus, $Sanborn's long-nosed bat, and desert tortoise. We also
suggest that most types of vegetation treatment, such as prescribed burning
and herbicides, be excluded frof use in riparian zones.

Transplanting, _Augmentation, _and _Reintroductijon of Species

At several places in the RMP/EI§ references are made to the potential for
transplanting, augmenting, and reintroducing flora and fauna. The only
specific reintroductions that are addressed are for woundfin and aplomado
falcon. We would alsp like tg see specific statements regarding the
potential for reintroduction of other native Species into the District. In
particular. the San Pedro RNCA Should be specifically identified as amOng
the best remaining reintroduction habitat for several federally listed and
other native species including the spikedace, loach minnow. roundtail chub,
desert pupfish, Sonora sucker, and possibly the razorback Sucker. Gila
topwinnow, and Colorado squawfish. In addition. w¢ recorend that the
RMP/EIS include reintroduction of beaver into the San Pedro River as a
major component of the historic native ecosystem of that river. recognizing
that Such reintroduction would require management control. Bomta Creek
should be identified as a potential reintroduction site for spikedace.
loach minnow, razorback sucker, Gila topminnow, and beaver; and the Gila
River upstream from Safford in the Gila Box area should also be identified
a5 a potential native fish reintroduction grea. Many of the isolated
Springs and Seeps in the District have been identified elsewhere as
potential Gila topminnow and desert pupfish reintroduction sites. These
need not be listed individually in the RMP/EIS, but reference to their
identification should be included.

Non-native Species

Transplants and augmentation of Son-native gpecies, both animal and plant,

should be discouraged. All references 3p the RMP/EIS to transplants or

au?_m%trtiuns should specify that it refers only to native 5pecles. The
(0] of non-native species and their adverse impacts on native species
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is one of serious concern to the natural resources of the District.
Introduction and invasion of non-native species have resulted 11 many
adverse impacts to native species of the district, particularly native
plants and fish. ¥e would like to see the RMP/EI$ recognize this problem
and address at least general policy on bow the District intends to deal
with it. We recommend that both the wildlife and vegetation portions of
the RMP/EIS state that, in general. pg non-native species will be
transplanted. augmented, or seeded onto District lands. Although there are
some circumstances in which that policy would not be applicable. those
cases should be subject to careful scrutiny and coordination with the
Arizona game and Fish Department, Fi§, and other appropriate parties.

In addition, we recommend that the RMP/EIS specifically call for
construction of a barrier to upstream movement of non-native fish below the
mouth of the canyon at Aravaipa Creek. Interagency efforts have been
underway for gole time to establish baseline information and to obtain
funding far construction of such a harrier. Recognition of the need for
this barrier in this plan would make clear the District's support for the
project. Aravaipa Creek is one of the “jewels” of the pistrict and the
presence of the relatively intact native fish fauna is a major portion of
the value of the area. To protect that fauna it will be necessary to
prevent invagsion of the creek by many of the “an-native fishes that are
presently found in the lover San Pedro River.

Comparison of Alternatives

While alternatives A. B, and ¢ are directly comparable, it is not possible
to compare those alternatives with the no action alternative D.
Alternatives A, §, and C are defined through conceptual approaches and
broad-framed policies; specific action items apply only to major land
allocation decisions guch as lands far exchange and areas recommended for
Wilderness, ACEC, or ¥ild and Scenic River *tat”™. Alternative D is
defined through site gpecific action items. ¥e recommend that Alternative
D be rewritten to define the alternative “sing the game approach as was
used for altermatives &, B, and C

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

page 1, column 2. Issue 2. It is be confusing that the RMP/EIS refers to
the Galiuro Wilderness without reference tg the fact that it is on the
Coronado National Forest and not an BIX land.

page 4. column 1, para. 4. It would be helpful to define here the
difference between an issue and a management concern and whether that
difference will give different end results during implementation of
the RMP/EIS.
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page 6, column 1, para. 2. and column 2, para. 4. ¥We believe the
references to “resource conservation areas” were actually intended to
refer to research ratural areas. If not. then the definition of a
resource conservation area should be included in thke glossary and
reference should be made under the various alternatives as to what
decisions were made regarding the designation of resource conservation
areas.

page 7, column 2. para 6, and page 10, column 1, para. 3. Federal
candidate species should also be considered for setting of management
objectives. Another question to be asked 15 how BLM management
efforts can be tailored to fulfill objectives of existing recovery
plans for federally listed species.

page 9, column 2. Management Concern 6. “bat objectives should BLM
establish for management of soils in other areas of special concern
such as the San Pedro gNCA and the Aravaipa Creek watershed?

page 15. Alternative Formulation. The criteria for alternative formulation
should also state that each alternative will provide for grazing as
delineated in the two existing grazing EIS's and each will provide for
mining pursuant to the 1872 Mining Act. These are both baseline
conditions of the RMP/EIS.

page 16, column 2, para. 1. This paragraph should also recognize the need
for additional Section 7 consultation on specific actions.

page 30, column 7, item 3. Does the phrase “"taking inta consideration
climatic changes” Indicate that BLK has data documenting a climatic
change 1” southeastern Arizona in the past 100 years?

page 30, column 2, item 4. This item should specify that transplant and
augmentation of priority and other wildlife species should occur only
vithin the historic range of the species being transplanted.

page 30, column 2. item 7. Rationale for protection of springs and
associated vegetation should also include the protection and
enhancement of indigenous flora and fauna. Too often in the past,
protection of springs for wildlife and livestock water has resulted in
destruction of habitat for indigenous wildlife and plants.

page 31, column 1, items 11 and 12. These items should also be accompanied
by additional items providing far input into allotment management
plans to ensure that opportunities are maximized for protection and
recovery of all prierity wildlife and threatened. endangered, and
candidate plants. and to provide for sufficient quantity and quality
of forage for desert tortoise.
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31, column 1, item 13. Section 7T consultation W¥ill be required on all
animal damage control activities that may affect Federal endangered

and threatened species.

31, column 2. Management Concern 2. AR additional action should be
specified calling for evaluation of all lands, prior to disposal. for
presence of candidate. threatened. or endangered wildlife and plants.

31. ¢column 2 and page 32. column 1, Mapagement Concern 2. ¥e
recommend that Map 35 he amended to show the location Of all lands
identified for disposal and to BOYe specifically ghov the State lands
listed on page 32 as high priority areas for acquisition.

33, colummn 2. Management CORCEIN 3. Please define the {erm “Special
Recreation Management Areas" and specify what special management such
a designation would invoke.

34, column ], item 5. What are the public safety hazards located Of)
the Glla River from Coolidge Dam to two miles upstream frol Dripping
Springs Wash that justify a float-boating prohibition?

40, column 2. paragraph 2. Yauquelinia paucifiora is not a federally
listed species. it is a federal category 2 candidate. It has also
undergone taxonoWic revision and should [O¥ be referred to as

uelinj ifornica ssp. pauciflora. Agter lemmonii is spelled
ritb two m'S and has NO¥ been determined not be a valid taxon. As a
result. it is longer a category 1 candidate. but has been moved to
category 3B. [3) 8 is unlikely tQ exist on BIM lands in
the District. It is a high elevation species, found above 7,000 feet
in ret areas.

44. Table 2-8, The third column is missing a portion of its title.
We  believe the title should correctly read “values and Hazards”.

81. column 2. item 24. Please add the San Pedro River and Bomita
Creek to the areas to be studied for reintroduction of beaver, subject
to management  control capabilities.

83, column 1, items 14 and 15. These tw0 items are found only in
alternative D, Does this medh that the withdrawals outlined in item
14 and the withdrawal revocation outlined in item 15 would not occur
under any of the other alternatives7

86, columm 1. Management Concern 7. item 4. Alternative D calls far
review and revision of all existing allotment management plans. Ye
recommend that this charge also be incorporated into the preferred
alternative.

100-38|

100 -39
100-40l
100-41|

100-42

100-43

10

page 127, colums 2. pafa. 4. The Timber Draw Detemtion Dam is not

page

page

page

addressed in the Upper Gila-8an Simon Grazing EI§, That EIS addresses
only the Barrier. Tanque, and Slick Rock detention dams.

131, Table 3-I. The Table Mountain Hining District W38 cited in the
RMP/EIS as having an egtimated value of $22.2 million. In Scott
(1988}, “Mineral Resources of the Aravaipa Study Area" that Mining
District is said to have an estimated value of only about $0.5
million. Scott concludes that the Table Mguntain Mining District is
subeconomic for development of mineral resources.

135, column 1, para. 2. The list of riparian dependent species should
also include the Ilowland leopard frog.

135, column 2, para. 4. Bat roosts include more than maternity
colonies. The F¥S requests that all known bat roosts be protected on

BLM lands.

pages 137 and 138, Table 3-2.

page

Three federal candidate species yere omitted and should be added
to this table as known District occurrences with breeding
populations:

Bylas gpringsnail (Apachecoccus arizonae), category 2

Gila tryonia snail (Tryonla_gilae), category 2

Arizona grasshopper sparrov (Ammodramus Savangru® ammolequs).,
category 2

- The thick-billed parrot is not listed as endangered in the United
States. 0mly those populations found in Mexico are federally
listed. The-united §tates population has pg official status
under the Endangered species Act.

146, Table 3-3.
Night bloomwing cereus (Cereus_greqqii) has been moved to category
k[
Cochise pincushion cactus (Coryphantha robbingorum) is not

currently found on BLM land but is on the State lands west of
Guadalupe Canyon that are identified for BLM acquisition.

. Acuna cactus (Echinomastus erectocentrus var. acumensig) should
be added to the table as a possible occurrence in the District.
Acupa cactus is a category 1 federal candidate.

The Lemmon fleabane (Erigeron lemmonjj) found at Turkey Creek has
been submerged within d ®Ore c-n species, (Erigeron

piscaticus) .
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100-43
I

100- 44|
100-45|

page

page

page
100- 46|

page
100-47
|

100- 481 ™
100-49,

100-50 |

11

The species and subspecies for the needle—spined pineapple cactus
are misspelled and incorrectly cited. In addition the scientific
name has been changed to Echinomastus erectocentrug var.

erectocentrus.

Rogewood, also KNOWR as limestone Arizona rosewood, has been
subsumed into another species as a subspecies. The correct name

i s nQw Vauquelinia califorpica ssp. pauciflora.

159, column 1, Assumptions. Add the assumption that inventories for
threatened, endangered, and candidate species will OCCUr on areas of
proposed land uses.

166, column 1, para. 2. Please specify what nine locations proposed
for disposal under alte(native C would result im low impacts 10 desert
tortoise and @¢ila topminnmov.

187, item 1. Bopmita cCreek also provides reintroduction habitat for
the threatened Spikedace and loach minnow and the endangered Gila
topminnov.

232, column 2, para. 4. The loach minnow is not known to be present
in the gtudy area; however, ¥.L. Minckley in the 1919 “Resource
Inventory for the Gila River Complex in Eastern Arizona” states tbat
he believes that loach minnow may still be present in the area.
although they were not found during sampling. Loach mimnow is an
elusive species and further survey of the @Gila BoX should be carried

out

247, co]m 1, item i. This objective should be limited to native
wildlife only.

247. column 1. Ne recomsend that two other DPr1mary objectives be

added: Protect native fish and wildlife by exclusion 0O removal of
non-native  species which may adversely affect natives. And, protect
and restore springs and seeps and their native flora and fauna.

247. column 2. para. 2. The Mexican garter snake Wa8 still found on
the San Pedro River in 1986.

If W& can be of further assistance, please contact Sally Stefferud or me
(Telephone: 602/379-4720 or FT§ 261-4720).

S fp e
Sam F. Spiller

cc:  Regional Director. Fish and Wildlife Service, Albuquerque, New Mexico
(FVE/HC)
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ARI ZONA  WH TEWATER EXPEDITIONS P.0. Box 26028
Tempe, AZ. 85282
April 5, 1990 (602) 838-7428

T0: Mr. Steve Knox .
SUBJECT: Safford District Resource  Managenent Pl an

The preferred alternative recommended by the BLM skort- changes
the natural attributes and environnent of the district. Wile
recormendi ng the Lower Gila, below Coolidge Dam as a suitable

"W ld & Scenic River?, the BLM recomends against study of the
anle remainire. free-floying segmsnt of the Gila River in Arizona
the Gila Bog. W insist that both segnents neet all criteria as'

|02-| WId & Scenic Study Rivers and that other streanms neglected in this

draft plan( ie. San Pedro, Aravaipa,etec.) be included in the Final

Plan,

In light of the imminent designation of the Gila Box as a National
Conser vati on Area, we feel it would be negligent of the BLM to not
consider this segment of river far WId & Scenic protection. The
Safford District has some Of the best remaining ripaprian areas in
Arizona and we wish to work wth the District to fully protect
these irreplaceable resources.

Sincerely,

Vo B

derry Van Gasse
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! RES
Arizona 85292

April 6, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

425 E.

Safford,

4th St.

AZ 85546

Dear Steve:

This letter is Whole Earth Adventures, Inc. (WEA) response
to the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) Resource Management
Plan and Enviormental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) of January
1990 #1610.

nts are based on the followio~ F-~«s:
WEA will not just be a river rafting company but wil1
be a complete cutdoor recreation company that in the
future wil1 offer river rafting, canoeing, kayaking,
and inflatable kayak guided trips along with a river
rental service that will rent river equipment to private
river users. This rental equipment will consist of
rafts, cances, kayaks, inflatable kayaks, life jackets,
throw bags, etc. WEA will also ¢ffer mountain and
touring bicycling, horse and pack trips, back packing
and hiking “opportunities along yirp a complete experlenced
uide  service.
Il of the above mentioned activities yi]] be supported
by a 23 acre base camp in the Dripping Spring* area which
will provide showers. sanitation facilities, camping,
RY camping, food service, and other recreation facilities.
WEA is an environmntally and culturally aware company.
Berger apd Associates, a Phoenix based company. has
recently completed a 32 page technical proposal to perform
an intensive archaeological survey on our 23 acre base camp
property which wil1 result in the formulation of a plan

to protect. explore, and develop 4 archaeological sites
located on the property into small interpretive sites
and/or parks which visitors and guests can enjoy.
work will copfor the Secretary of the Interior's

Standards  for Archaeology and Historic™ Preservation
(48CFR44716) .

WEA is a locally owned and operated company and will employ
local people, when possible; support local businesses and

With the

5.

overnment; aud pay local property, school. and sales taxes.

EA Is an experienced outdoor recreatien company having
been located in West Virginia where commercial trips
were cperated on the New, Gauley, and Keadecw Rivers for
over 8 years.

above facts in mind, we wish to submit our evaluaticns

on the proposed RMP/EIS.

1.

WEA agrees with Alternative A, Issue |, #6, part 31. The
Gila River Road below Coolidge Dam should be acquired to
provide access to the Gila River. As an experienced

outfitter, WEA is aware of the necessity for quick, safe,
and convenient access to river "put in" points.
WEA strongly disagrees with Alternative A, Issue 2,#4 but
strongly supports Alternative B, Issue 2, #4, part C.
WEA assumes this position as Alternative B would protect
the Gila River below Coolidge Dam for the entire length
of Segments 2, 3, and 4 from future developments of
hydrcelectric power facilities and new flood control
structures. Alternative A merely protects Segment 4.
WEA opposes Alternative A and B, Issue 3, #6 not on the
grvwudy chwe wvuvstwin Lbihew wwuld boe demicd unewww Lw
certain “Closed"” or "Limited" area but on the grounds
that all mechanized or motorized transportation could be
denied access. As this is written, this would seem ¢o
include yhee} chairs. wEa supports rhe right of all
people to enjoy outdoor-recreation.
WEA strongly opposes Alternatives x and 3, Management
concern 3, #5for several reasons.

No river in the yeria is safe. If is only through

the knowledge, training. and experience of professional

river outfitters that the chance of accidents. injuries,

and other problems inherent in river trips can be
minimized.

b. Private boaters and tubers have run this section Of
the Gila before and wiilcontinue todo sa regardless
of what any Federal agency says.

This section of the Gila can be cleared gf trees and
shrubs Just a* Segments 4 and 5 have been cleared.

d. The remotness of the Mescal Mountains would N 0 t
significantly contribute CO the hazardous nature of
this gection Of the ¢ila if two way communication via
radio-telephone  you1d be used. %’his system currently
operates in a satisfactory manner ON the Gauley in
West Virgina and the Salmon in Idaho.

e. The economic impact of not allowing commercial river
trips on this section of the Gila would probably reduce
the number of river related jobs that Wga could offer
the local community frox about 30 to 35 part time
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jobs to 17 to 20 and the number of full time jobs
from 45 to 50 down to 30 to 35 This, WEA believes,
would have a significant economic impact on the local
area as opposed to the BLM statements on page 242, {5,
paragraph 2, liner 8,9, and 10,
5. WEA supports Alternative A, Management Concern 3, §#9
especially 0Oh the access pointsto the Gilain Segment 4.
At the present time these access points from HWY, 77 are
designated by various means ranging from red rag flags,
survey marking tap, hand made signs, gte, Not only is
this a significant visual intrusion byt contributes to
unsafe auto traffic conditions. Also signs at the river
"put in” points would prevent campers and river {gets from
experiencing disagreements a5 to who has the right to access.
6. WEA supports Alternative A, Management concern 5 over
Alternatives B, C, or D because of historical. environmental
and cultural prejudices.

We at WEA appreciate the opportunity to particigpate in this planning
process and hope that our comments are useful and informative.

Truly,

Richard Hanley,
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April 6. 1999

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th St.

Safford, AZ 85345

Dear Steve:

This letter is Gila Rver Tours. Ine. (GRT) response to the
Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) Resource Mnagenent Plan and
Eavironmeantal Impact statenent (RMP/EIS) of Janmuary 1990 #1610.

Our comments are based on the following facts:

I. GRT will be a professional river conpany providing
guided river rafting, kayaking, and canoeing trips on
the Gila river. River Trips and touts will be our
only  business.

2. GRT is an experienced professional river conpany having
performed commercial river trips in West Virginia on the
New :Class 5), Gauley (Class 5+) and Meadow (Class 5++)
Rivers for over 8 years.

With the above facts in mind, we wish to submit our evaluations
on the proposed RMP/EIS.
1. GRT agrees with Alternative A, Issue 1, #6, part 3i.

The Gila River Road below Coolidge Dam should be acquired
to provide access to the Gila river at this access peoint.
As an experienced outfitter, GRT is aware c¢f the necessity
'put in"

for quick, safe, and convenient access to river
points. .

2. GRT supports Alternative B, | ssue 2, #4, part C over
a mych Weaker Alternative A Issue 2, #4.

3. GRT strongly cpposes Alternatives 4 and B, Management
concern 3, {5 for historical, educational, economic. and
practical reasens.

4. GRT supports Alternative A, Management Concern 3, #9 for

safety, informational, and public relations reasons.

5. GRT supports Alternative A, Management Concern 5 over
Alternatives B, C, and D for historical, environmental,
and cultural reasoas.

We at GRT wish to thank you for the opportunity to express our
evluations im this planning process.

Truly,

W E S

W nston E. Poston, President
Gila Riwer TOurs

Box G

Winkelman, AZ 85292

105 -1

Steve Knox Dept. Ecol. and Evol.

Bureau of Land Management Biology

425 E. 4th Street University of Arizona

Safford, Arizona 85546 Tucson, Arizona 85721
6 April 1990

Dear Mr. Knox:

I am writing in support of protection for the Eagle Creek
Bat Cave. I am an ecologist at the University of Arizona, and
I was an assistant to Dr. Cockrum in much of the work that was
done in the 1960s at this cave in determining the migrational
patterns of the freetail bat (Tadarida brasiliensis) that uses
this cave as a maternity roost. The exit flight of the
millions of bats that were present at that time was an amazing
and spectacular sight. It is much less so today, but this
colony still remains one of the few large maternity roosts of
this species anywhere, and certainly the greatest
concentration of terrestrial vertebrates that exists in
Arizona. It is a bioclogical wonder that warrants all the
protection that can possibly be provided.

In the Eagle Creek Bat Cave ACEC proposal, I strongly
recommend Alternative B. I would like also to suggest the
following: (1) a restriction against the discharge of firearms
at least within 1/4 mile of this cave, {(2) a large bronze,
permanent, educational plaque positioned in some obvious
location at the base of the opening of the cave (with an
inscription that would describe the cave and its importance to
the bats, indicate the importance of the bats, invite the
public to watch the exit flight, but warn apainst
disturbance).

I would prefer, of course, that the preservation of this
cave and Lower Eagle Creek Canyon could be taken even further.
1'd like someday to see vehicular travel banned, and I'd like
to see this canyon somehow tied into some more major
preservational plan —— orne perhaps including the Gila Box.
Meanwhile 1’11 gladly settle for protection at least of the
Bat Cave. However, for this to occur steps must be taken that
are much more extreme than simply a lock on the existing
gate.

Sincerely,

Ruusaete Oavee

Russell Davis
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Fax (602) 2650372

Cable Graph?xm s o e s

Steve  Knox

BMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

425 E. 4th Street

Safford, Arizona 85546 April 6, 1990

Dear Steve:

To begin, | wish to congratulate you and your team in the preparation
and presentation of your plans(s). The information is easy to
understand and well layed out.

| represent the Arizona Trail Riders. Inc, a non-profit motorcycle
club which has existed for over 3 years. Our group is comprised of

approximately 50 families who promote responsible use of trails
through  Arizona.

After careful review and consideraton of your plans, our club feels
plan "g" is the best offered. This alternate provides for the use of
the land while still allowing existing wilderness areas and A.C.E.C.
formation. Protection of needed variation areas will continue and
development of cultural resources would be emphisezed/

We do not support the other two plans because they do no allow for

the use of the land for the majority of the people. Instead, large
areas would be limited or closed to satisfy the needs of a minority
greup. D o you raally think that all the familibst drive their

motorized vehicles into the backwoods and camp, are now going to
park & hike in? No way! Lets provide a plan that is realistic for the
people and style of Arizonians.

Thank you for your time and consideration
Sincerely,
Peter  Zepeda

President
Arizona  Trail Riders

107

Dear BLM Representative, 4-5-90

A friend of mine told me last night that you are considering
renewing several unused roads in the ARAVAIPA WILDERNESS
AREA. This action would result in destruction of the
Wilderness qualities for the area. I have special concerns
of the use of 4-wheel drive vehicles having improved access
to the area afterwards.

Wilderness areas are to be hiked, not driven in. Minimal
impact is the reason. You are doing great disservice to the
future of the United States of America by regrading roads in
Wilderness Designated areas!

FPlease DO NOT rebuild roads, instead, you need to close MORE
roads.

Sincerely,
P.E. Straley
PO Box 3537
rage, Arizona
B604C
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fpr 5, 1950

Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau O f Land Nanagament
Y25 E, Yths t.

Safford Az BSSY4E

Dear Mr. Knox:

In referance to the Safford District RMP/EIS (Jan 1880),
| have the following recommendations and concerns:

| urge you to adopt "Alternative B” as the nost
‘sffdective plan for emvironmental protection Of the subject
ands.

Al l owi ng limited of f - hi ghway vehicle use on over a
mllion acres of thase lands would, howaver, not protect the
land from unauthorized cross-country driving. Such a
*limited’ designation woyld not be enforceable in sucha
widespread area. Ue recommend that you increase the
number Of closed acres by at least three-fourths Of the
1.3 million presently planned to as ‘limited’ accaess,

buetotha fragility and rarity of our riparian systens,
you shouldal SO withdraw any fFuelwogod cutting areas from
within gne~half mile of any riparian (or intermittent strean>
one . In particular. tha Desr Cresk fuelwood cutting area
should be deleted from any plans.

The overall plan for Alternative B is excellent, and
will serve to protect many of our resources for the future.

Vary truly yours,

L. 'Stephen Ba

1425 N. Ridgeway Dr.
Tucson, Az BS712
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Apr 5, 19390

Steve Knox

RMP Team Leadsr

Bureau of Land Management
45 E. 4th st..

Safford az, 8S546

Dear Mr, Knox:

In reference to the Safford District RMP/EIS (Jan19%0),
I have the follow ng recommendetions and concerns:

| urge you to edopt "Alternative B” 83 the most
‘ef fdect ive plan for environmental protection of the subject
ands.

Oue to the fragility and rarity of our riparian systerns,
you should also Wi thdraw any fuelwoaod cutting areas from
wi thin one-half mile of any riparian (or intermittent stream)
zone. |" particular, the Deer Creek Fuelwood cutting area
should be deleted from any plans.

The overall plan for Alternative B is excellent, and
will serve to protect mny of our resources for te Future.

Very truly yours,

Sl ¢ Volacclb—

Sarah C. Vetault

(et Ut

Robert E. Vetault

1425 N Ridgeway Dr.
Tucson, @Az 85712
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Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan

Public Comment Form

ie on Chart = Dr. Seymour Melman

lssue/Management C :

Comment : Your Safford Distriet RMP Draft exhibits extensive kmowledge and
is & mire of informatiom. Also your researeh and energy as well as an
adniresble regard for publie desires necessitates commendatiom,

Your detalled diseussion ani satorization imeash o the view
points allows kope that 2 ahift from the preferred alternative mhieh permits
a substaatial ameunt of deterioratiom of matursl resources te viewpoint B
whieh allows for eonsiderably less by, by and large, met expaniimg further
devel t of tional, 1, ranshing and cther businesses ithat
contribute to a deterioration of matural resources including air. By emd~
lessly permitting even minimal deterioration, the mmmulative effect of whatever
it is always winds up hitting us exponentiallys 1% never atays nicely packaged
and within bounds.

Only ome important fastor was overlooked, Om pages 152-166, you
give Employment statistios and Eocowomie Indicators for Qreenles, Graham, Gila,
Pinal and Cochise Counties, By giving only these figures, the implication,
Ilo-' becauss of peripheral limitatiom, is that we work with what is in fromt of us,
or 1t's the "soup line." It certainly frwightema anyone to think his/her way
of life or job ia on the line,

If on the same or oppesite page am the above ecomomie information
for each county you had another set of figures descridimg opportunities
presented by sconomic conversiom eharts dems by exvertis im the field of eeencmic

Rame: Alva €'Orgeix

Representing: Box 451
Address: Biskes, Az 85603

Date: April 6, 1990

25

Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan
Public Comment Form

Issue/Management Concern: ___ Egonsnie Copversiow Chart - Dr, Seymour Nelman
ggme;

Comment : sonversion, them you weuld be showimg'opportunities in altermatives.
The eessation of one type of work, just because we are used te 1t, doesa't
meanr that another type might mot prove to be limitless,

By the sin of omission, svem though unintentionsl; it woulé appear
that the economies of these counties (some more than others) would simply
collapse if mining and grasimg eeased. Im 1990, tais is simply wot true.

If there is me expert on ic on (not gov t employed, so he/she
oa m be impartisl) in this area, ask S r Nel an it and well-

known conversion expert, at Columbia University, whcm ke vould resommend as

the most knowledgeable and helpful person for thia kind of analysis for

oUyY area,

Again, I think your draft is outstanding. Taamk yeu.

Alva d'Gwgeix

Rame:
Representing: —
Address: Bex 451

Bisbee, AZ 85603
pate: __Aprdl 6, 1990
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Aoreaci@pc. ?.0. Box 187, Morenci, AZ 85540 » (602) B65-4521
April 6, 1990

Hr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

U. §. Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Safford District Office

425 East 4th St.

Safford, Al 85546

Dear Mr.  Knox:

RE: Safford District Resource Management Plan . Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

B I have reviewed the Safford District Resource Management Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") and offer the following comments for
consideration in preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Before commenting on specific portions, 1 have the following general
comments.

1. The RMP is almost entirely subjective; using estimates of impacts

appear to have any guantitative backing and are the personal opinion

”l _, such as low, moderate, and high. These impact estimates do not
1

of the person preparing any particular section of the RWP.

2. You make the assumption that cost and personnel requirements of
| 2 1 implementing a selected RMp alternative is not a consideration. To
- the contrary, costs of alternatives should be estimated up-front.
It is, in oUr opinion, unwise to select a management scheme without
this information. People do not do this in their personal lives,
businesses cannot do this, and governing agencies should not make

decisions  without  cost  analysis.

3. Ye see a strong trend toward evaluating and reevaluating the same
area for protection under various classifications until it finally
meets the criteria.  An exanple is G(ila Box/Turtle Mountain WsA,
6ila Box_ONA ACEC, San Francisco/Gila River Wild and Scenic River
Designation, Trujillo Canyon ACEC, Turtle Mountain Desert Grassland,
Gita Box Riparian NCA. This continual duplication of effort is very
counterproductive and breeds distrust of the BLM in the eyes of the
public.

Specific comments are presented on the following pages. My comments will be
referenced by page and general area fyr easy reference.

UNIT OF PHELPS DODGE MINING COMPANY

I1-3

-4

[1-5

I1-6

Mr. Steve Knox -2- April 6, 1990

Page_i, Paragraph 6; Page 6. Paraqraph 2; Paqe 231

"Two segments of the Gila and San Francisco Rivers as possible Yild and
Scenic Rivers.” The San Francisco and Gila Rivers south of Clifton have pre-
viously undergone analysis for inclusion into the wild and scenic river system.
Following analysis of this segment, the Forest Service in 1981 chose a no action
alternative. Growth of the Phelps Dodge tailings facility adjacent to the
river, sights and sounds of mine operations, vehicular access for recreation
purposes by residents of the local communities, and other reasons were cited in
the decision. Furthermore, a portion of this area is proposed for inclusion in
the Gila Box Riparian NCA. Further discussion of ¥ild and Scenic River designa-
tion of this segment of the San Francisco and Gjla Rivers should be halted.

Page iv, Paragraph 2; Page 90.
socioeconomie, Item 1: Page 162. Conclusions

g and mineral leasing restrictions would cause low impacts to the
econony.* _This statement_ is very subjective _and not quantifiable. The only
thing quantifiable about mineral entry restrictions is that mining companies and
individual prospectors will not locate néw mineral resources if they do not have
access to_public lands to look for them. We agree with your statements like
"Designation of wild and scenic rivers and ACEC’s would provide low benefits to
the economy of local tourism industries.” This statement represents something
proven and quantifiable. Ypur mining statement would only be true if mineral

discoveries in virgin territory were never made, which is not supported by
history.

Page_8: M t_Concern 4 . Energy and Minerals

The DEIS states that ‘It is Bureau policy to foster and encourage the
development of energy and mineral resources." The section goes on to say that
"BLM has the authority and responsibility to ensure environmental degradation
does not occur on public lands.” The entire section would leave the reader to
believe that it is the BLM directive that if mining causes any impact then it
should not be allowed to take place on public lands. This is contrary to BLM’s
charge for multiple use in the development of energy and minerals on the public
lands. The language should be modified to reflect language which occurs in gp-
pliable regulations. Specifically, the document should state that "BLM has the
authority and responsibility to ensure that undue environmental degradation does
not occur on public lands."" [Underlined ~words should be added.]

Page 9: Management Concern 4 . Eneray and Miperals

The fourth and fifth bullets from the top of the page in the left hand
column appear to be contrary to the existing mining laws and the way that they
function on public lands. [ndced, Xhe questions are posed in such a fashion
that indicate that the BLM is specifically trying to change the operation of the
mining laws on public lands by the language which states “what terms, conditions
or special stipulations should be applied to open areas that may constrain oper-
ations of the mining laws?" [Underline added for emphasis]. The resource man-
agement plan should properly plan for multiple use on public lands, not find
ways to get around the existing laws so that there will be less use.
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[I]-7

I'11-8

I1-9

=10

Hr. Steve Knox 3- April 6. 1990

11. *w .

A district-ride re-evaluation is not warranted at this time." Ye co"-
cur with your statement. Ye woyld hope that there are more productive things to
do than to continue to study and restudy Safford District public lands for the
sanlwe purposes. It is time consuming for both BLM and interested and concerned
public.

me 11. Issue 2

R “Designate 17 ACEC’s totaling 61,737 acres of public land to protect
important natural and cultural resources.” These 17 areas total 4.4 percent of
the Safford District. Together with pengin? wilderness legislation, including
National Conservation areas, a" alarmingly high percentage of the Saffor
District will be off limits to mineral prospecting activities, much less mineral
development. How can this policy of continuing to restrict access be compatible
with BLM’s policy to foster and encourage the development of energy and mineral
resources (page B)? The 43 CFR 3809 regulations governing mining activities on
public lands are quite restrictive already. These should be adequate to protect
public  lands.

Page 25

*Bonita Creek ACEC monitor water quality.” It does not appear that
monitoring rater quality should be in BLM’s realm of responsibility. The City
of Safford probably already closely watches water quality at this location.
Does BLN intend to contract for this service, develop in-house expertise, or add
staff? what will be done if water quality declines or if it improves?

Page 25. Bonita Creek ACEC and Gi}a Box ONA ACEC

These study areas should be placed on hold pending designation of the
Gila Box Riparian NCA and eliminated if so designated.

Page 26. Coronado Mountain RNA ACEC: Also Page 197

Designation of-an ACEC adjacent to the United States” largest open pit
mine is an invitation to possible future land use conflicts. Phelps Dodge
currently has all or portions of seven unpatented lode mining claims in this
ACEC, and is actively conducting road building and prospect drilling within
4000 feet of the area boundary. As in the above comment, the 43 CFR 3809
regulations should be adequate to protect public lands from poorly managed or
mismanaged mining exploratory work.

Page 27: Eaqle Creek Bat Cave ACEC

The management prescription for the Eagle Creek Bat Cave ACEC indicates
a mineral withdrawal wil} be instituted. However, a valid mining claim current-
ly exists on that particular property, and will necessitate a change in the man-
agement prescription.
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Page 32

"Retain all lands, not identified for disposal in public owner-
ship * Although it is not extremely clear in this section. Phelps Dot?ge
"assumes" the BLM will continue exchanges that are mutually beneficial and that
lands “"not identified for disposal™ in this section are still available for ex-
change as the specific need arises. For example, Phelps Dodge has been pursuing
an exchange for 375 acres adjacent to its tailings facilities "ear Morenci since
mid-1987 with very little response from BiM. This selected area with roads,
tailings safety dams, and monitor wells is within the area proposed for reten-
tion by BLN. It appears to be in the public interest to relinquish these lands
to Phelps Dodge in exchange for other private lands along the San Francisco
River corridor also identified as "proposed retention*.

Page 33

*Withdraw 29,104 acres, including administrative sites and campgrounds,
from mineral entry to preserve important resource values.* This alone is
2.1 percent of the Safford District and coupled with ACEC proposals in
Alternative A results in closures or restrictions to mineral entry of
6.5 percent over and above wilderness and NCA areas.

Page 33: Management Concern 3«
i i Management

The Bonita Creek and Gila Box Special Recreation Management Areas
SRMA’s should have boundaries modified to reflect the recently proposed Gila Box
Riparian Area National Conservation Area boundaries.

Page 34: jtem }]

Designation of Eagle Creek canyon, which is entirely privately owned,
as a VRN class two area will not serve any real constructive purpose. Since the
private owner can construct_ facilities along the canyon on private lands, the
designation of any BLN land in the area has little to no effect on the total im-
pact of the visual resource management in the area.

Page’ -

Under alternative B, the recommendation of certain river segments as
suitable for inclusion in the National Wjld and Scenic River system shields the
importance  of  this  activity. These recommendations should be done in a separate
action and not as part of a resource management plan in order to allow the local
public a more full view and review of the process.

Page 53:

The reference to the AEPCO powerline corridor under item 43 and the
exclusion of the Gita Box ONA ACEC for right-of-way areas are "at compatible
since the AEPCO line traverses the Gila Box ONA ACEC under alternatives A and B.
Furthermore, a subsidiary powerline which feeds the entire Morenci/Clifton and
Black River area traverses the Gila Box ONA ACEC under alternative B.
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Page - fected Environment « Air Quality

This section suggests that the pH of rainfall in the Gila Valley is the
result of smelters which operate "in the vicinity of Norenci, Globe. Mammoth,
Hayden-Winkleman, and near the border area of southern . . Cochise county”.
However, the section doesn®t recognize that the smelter at Norenci has been i
since 1984 (during nearly the entire period of measurement) and the smelter in
Cochise County has been shutdown for nearly that same period of time. However,
the statement is made that the "precipitation samples are collected weekly and
have consistently been measured at pH 4.7 over a 6-year period.” If the pH of
the rain were due to the copper smelters in these areas as suggested in the
DEIS, it would appear that there would be some change as smelting ceases. The
affect of automobiles in the Safford valley and the major metropolitan areas of
Tucson and Phoenix should be considered as they have much greater impact on the
air quality of the region than these single sources.

Page 131

The section dealing with Geology of the Safford district is deficient
and should be expanded to indicate at least two activities. The statement is
made that "Phelps Dodge has developed one underground orebody there but ceased
mining in 1983." This sentence should be modified to state that Phelps Dodge
"temporarily suspended" mining in 1983 rather than “ceased®. Although the sec-
tion describes some development at the Sanchez Mine for the future. nothing is
said of the large Lonestar deposit lying between Ds Pobres and Sanchez which
will someday be mined. This particular deposit contains over 1 billion tons of
ore and dwarfs both of the other mining developments which are mentioned in the
section.

Bage 148

Under Visual Resources, the impact of agricultural modification and
modifications due to mining is described in some detail. However, there is no
mention of the significant modification to visual resources which has occurred
by the development of towns and infrastructure for towns in the area.

Page 149

.Table 3-5, which lists ACEC nominations and symmarizes the decision re-
garding whether they are or are not qualified for ACEC studies, designates the
tagle Creek ACEC as qualified for study. However, the Eagle Creek ACEC contains
predominantly private lands and the reasons for having special management are
directly tied to all of the riparian lands which occur on the private lands.
This area should not be studied for ACEC status.
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Page 164: Socioeconomic Impacts: Alternative B » Environmental C

The inference that increases in primitive recreation use would result
in higher local sales from people using these areas is simply not documented in
the literature. In fact, quite the opposite is true and has been documented by
several authorities on the subject. The very uses that would be closed as a
result of ACEC designation to vehicular traffic are the very ones which are
currently used by people engaged in fishing and hunting activities and other
recreation activities on the public lands. These vehicular accessed activities
would no longer occur in the area_and the people who use these areas for this
type of activity would not be willing to hike in to do the same thing.

Page 183, Acauisition of Leqal Access. Jtem 14

This item targets BLM gaining access on some parcels that_have been
offered to BLM in exchange for selected lands adjacent to the Morenci tailings
storage {facilities. It is assumed that this form of access. acquisition, is the

desired form.

Pare 187. Bonita_Creek ACEC

The ACEC designation should be placed "on hold® pending action on the
Arizona wilderness bill. If the Gila Bex Riparian NCA is designated, this ACEC
should  be  dropped.

Page 183, Gila Box ONA ACEC

This ACEC designation should be placed "on hold" pending action on the
Arizona wilderness bill. If the Gila Bex Riparian NCA is designated, this ACEC
should be dropped. The statement is made "“also included is the “last free_ flow-
jng stretch of the Gila River in Arizona®.”  This particular quotation is used
in other places in this report, is not referenced, and is not true. It should
be removed and described otherwise.

Pages 9

Under section 4 « Special Management Provisions, the DEIS indicates
that authorization of rights-of-way would be prohibited in the Gila Box
ONA ACEC. Under certain alternatives, this could mean that the request for re-
newal for right-of-way for existing powerlines would be refused in the future
and the towns of Clifton and Morenci and Point of Pines would be no longer able
to have power supplied to them.

Page 190

Under item 5, Alternatives Considered section, it is stated that access
by vehicle along the San Francisco River would be closed to off-highway vehicle
use. This would essentially cut off recreation opportunities to all the resi-
dents in the area and would take away one of the few drawing cards for tourism
and recreation which the town of Clifton has.
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appreciate the opportunity to co-ent on the Draft EIS of the Safford

District Resource "anagwnt Plan. The document reflects @& sincere effort to

develop a

Final Draft.

EMS/FJM:sp

cc: J,

plan to wisely use the resources of the Safford District. | trust
that the multiple use management directive will be adequately reflected in the
Very truly yours,
Clevenger
Madson

G.
J. L.

112

American “Reers
April 6, 1990

Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Jand Mnagenent Plan
425 g, 4th Street

Safford, Arizona 85546

Re: Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan and
Envi ronnent al Impact  Statenent

Dear Mr. Knox:
Introductory__ Comments

American Rivers is a national, public interest not-for-profit

corporation with more than 13,000 nenbers nationw de. Anerican
Rivers is the only national conservation organization dedicated
exclusively to the preservation of free-floving rivers. In our
sixteen-year history, American Rivers has worked intensively to
protect rivers wunder the federal WId and Scenic Rvers Act and
has actively assisted states and local groups with their river

conservation efforts.

American Rivers has worked extensively wth federalqagencies in
planning for the river resources on the lands they adnminister.
We have assisted the _planning staff of the Bureau of Land
Managenment ("BLM") in Washington to clarify administrative
direction for consideration of potential wld and scenic rivers
in BLM's resource management planning, and have reviewed, com
mented on, and protested nunerous BIM plans. W have worked
similarly with the U. s TForest Sarvice in developing aduin-
istrative direction for the evaluation and nanagement of
potential wild and scenic rivers on the National Forests, and
reviewed, conmented on, and appealed nunerous land a4 resource
management  plans issued by that agency.

Section 5(dy of the WIld and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 US.C. section

1271 et seq., requires all federal agencies to consider potential
ng tional  wld, scenic and recreational river areas in all plan-
ning for the "se and developnent of water and related |and

r esour ces. 16 USC section 1276(d). The planning responsi-

bility inposed by section Séd) plainly requires the BIM to assess
the values of potential W] and Scenic Rivers during the prep-
aration of resource nanagenent plans pursuant to the FLPMA.
Recognizing that responsibility, BLM Mnual section 1623.41A2d
identifies wld and scenic river reconmendations as a possible
deternmination to be made in such plans.

801 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., SE
SUITE 303
WASHINGTON, DC 20003
{202) 5476900
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To provide further guidance for fulfilling PBLM's planning
responsibilities for otential wild and scenic rivers, the
agency's  \shington office on July 23, 1987 circulated
Instruction Memorandum No. 87-615, containing  draft gui del i nes
for identifying, evaluating, and protecting ~potential wild and
scenic rivers on BLM |ands. That guidance was promulgated by the
Director in final foym in Instruction Menorandum No. g7-g70 and
the attached Quidelines for Fulfilling quirements y
and ic Rivers Act (the "Guidelines"): 1ssued Septenber 8,
1988.

Under the directions established in the Cuidelines, planning for
potential wild and scenic rivers on BLM lands follows a rela-
tively straightforward, three-step procedure. Each BLM resource
managemnment plan is to:

(1) evaluate the eliaibility of potential wild and scenic
rivers within its planning area for inclusion in the
National WId and Scenic Rivers System in accordance
with the criteria set forth in Section 1({(b)ofthe WIld
and Scenic Rivers Act (i.e., whether the river is free-
flowing and possesses one or nmore “outstandingly

remar kabl e' val ues);

(2) determine the appropriate __classification (‘wld,"
"scenic,” or “recreational") for rivers found to be
eligible;

(3) assess the suitability of such rivers for inclusion in
the national rivers system based upon the _oublic
values and "ses that would he enhanced Of foreclosed by
such protection, the degree of public, state and |ocal
interest in designation, and practical concerns
regarding costs and feasibility of adninistration.

CGui del i nes, Section VI, at g=12., Until a final decision is
reached by the agency and, for recommended rivers, by Congress,
BIM is to protect river resource values and characteristics
through specific managenent prescriptions established in more
detailed recreation area managenent plans or project plans.

Qui del i nes, Section IV.C., at p. 7, Section Ix, at p. 20. As a
substantive decision regarding the appropriate management of a
sensitive area, the planners’ decision regarding suitability nust
be acconpanied by environnental analysis pursuant to the National
Envi ronnent al Policy Act ("NEPA"™). Guidelines, Section VIII.B.
at p. 15-16.

In order to protect the resource values and character of its
potential wild and scenic rivers until a decision is reached
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regarding their designation, BIM's Cuidelines require agency
planners to establish detailed managenent prescriptions. The
Cui del i nes state: "[Tlhe RMP nust prescribe the protection
(interim managenent prescriptions) to be provided for the river
and adjacent public land area pending the suitability and, when
necessary, subsequent action by the Congress." Quidelines,
Section VIII.A.3.a., at p. 1L

Specific_ Coments
1. Eligibility
The eligibility analysis contained in Appendix 5 denonstrates the
attention and sensitivity of the planners to the eligibility of
the Gila River and San Francisco River for inclusion in the
national rivers system The planners have substantiated well
their conclusion that these rivers possess outstandingly
remar kabl e val ues. In particular, the planners have recognized
that perennial rivers are very unconmon in the Southwest, and
that this feature alone my indicate that a stream possesses
out st andi ngl y remar kabl e hydrologic  values. RMP at 232. The
importance of preserving the remants of the Southwest's
remaining riparian vegetation, particularly inportant for fish
and wildlife, ecological and recreational values, is also
recognized by the planners. Id.

Anerican Rivers comends the Safford planners for evaluating the
eight nile segnent of the San Francisco River, a river not listed
on” the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (SRI). See Appendix 5
tfr?iling common to other plans is an examnation of rivers only on
e .

However, the RMP fails to examne the eligibility of other
gtreams that are obvious candidates for inclusion in the national
rivers system There is no indication that other streans which
flow across the Safford Resource Area were evaluated for their
potential inclusion in the national rivers system nap 34
identifies numerous streans within the Resource Area which
possess riparian habitat, including Aravaira Ceek. San Sinpn
River, Bonita Oeek, Eagle Ceek and the San Pedro River. Whi l e
the presence or absence of riparian habitat doesnotdeterm ne
the eligibility of a river, it is en indicator that a stream in
the desert Southwest may possess outstandingly remarkable eco-
logical or fish and wildlife values. Aso, Mp 34 is one of the
only sources of data wthin the Plan which identifies free-
flow ng streans.
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Addi tional candl date rivers may be found anpbng ~those areas

nomi nat ed the _planning teem for ACEC consideration, including
Bonita Creek ’rurkey creek, and CGuadal upe Creek. See Appendi x
2. Bonita Creek for exanple include* habitat for~ several
threatened and endangered wildlife species and National Regi ster
quality cultural resource sites. RMP at 187. Either of these
value* suggest the Creek is an eligible river. The fact the
stream and it* corridor supports one of the highest nunbers of
breeding bird specie* found in the United States and supports the
greatest standing crop biomass of fishes recorded in a South-
western stream can leave no doubt that this sweam should not
merely be found eligible, but should be recomended to Congress
for designation. See id

Turkey Ceek possesses regionally significant cultural and scenic
values, riparian comunity and wldlife resources. RMP at 189.
In fact, the Turkey OCreek cliff dwelling is described es one of
the nost intact prehistoric structures of its kind in south-
eastern Arizona. RMP at 52. These values suyyest strongly that
Turkey Creek is an eligible stream

The Dry Spring Research Natural Area ACEC should be included
within the @ila River corridor. See RMP at 192_et geg. These
springs conprise an exceptionally rare undisturbed desert
resource. JId. Anerican Rivers believes that the Gila corridor
should be expanded to include this outstandingly remarkable area.

Guadal upe  Canyon  undoubtedly possesses outstandingly renarkable
ecological and fish and wildlife values. see RMP at 195 et seq.
This area is one of the premier birdwatching area* in the United
States and also possesses unique botanical and wildlife values.
Id. Anerican Rivers believes strongly that Guadal upe Creek
qualifies for inclusion in the national rivers system

Anerican Rivers wish to enphasize the fact, sonetines overlooked
by individual planner*, that ecological values may qualify a
river for inclusion in the national rivers s=swvstem. see US.
Depar t ment s of interior and Agricul ture, National

ational \W|d and Scenic
Rivers Sys _mg_l_Bmu;gd&u_d.u.nes_for_Eliabl lity, Clas-

sification an Hanaqement River ayeas ('Interagency Guide-
Iines”), 47 Fed. Reg. 39454 39457 ("In addition to the specific
values listed in Section 1¢(b) of the Act, other simlar values,
such es ecological, if outstandingly remarkable, can justify
inclusion of a river in the national rivers system").

The planning docunents include a table of threatened, endangered
and special status plants and wildlife species, Table3-2at RMP
137 and Table 3-3 at RMP 146, however, there is ninimal infor-

mation a* to where such species are to be found in the planning
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area. When the planners assess the eligibility of individual
rivers. serious attention should be ajven to the presence of such
species, both es indicators of ecologic values and fish and
wildife val ues.

The planners nust wundertake a serious evaluation of the free-
flowing streams in the resource area to deternine whether they
possess one or nore outstandingly remarkableval ues that mi ght
qualify them for inclusion in the national rivers system The
failure of the Safford planners to consider all of the area's
streans exposes those with high values that may be eligible for
inclusion in the wld and scenic rivers system to devel opment
that can significantly degrade their values and to damming or
diversion that could disqualify them for future consideration.

American Rivers suggests that assessnent of other T[iVers. streams
and creek*, including tributaries and headwaters, within the
Safford Resource Area will result in the identification of other
rivers, streans and creeks eligible for inclusion in the national
wild and scemic rivers system

The Final RMP should expand Appendix 5 and include a separate
identifiable assessment of the various streans and their values
examined by the planners.

2. River corridor*

The RMP states that the study corridor for Gila River did not
extend to the one-quarter mle required by the Guidelines, but

included only the canyon itself. see RMP at 231. The | anners
are mstaken in restricting the study corridor to less than the
distance required by admnistrative direction. Furt her, Aneri can

Rivers bel i eves that such a restricted corridor fails to appre-
ciate that many people enjoy the yalues Of a river canyon from
the canyon rim  Extension of the boundaries to include a full-

quarter mle wll nmeet the policy objective of the wld and
rivers system which is to preserve free-flowing rivers and their
adj acent | andscapes. Eligibility determnations are required to

reflect the resource values of the stream itself and the lands
within the study boundary; — arbitrarily narrowing, or even
ignoring, the required corridor of streamside [ands may exclude
resource values that should bt evaluated together with the wvalues
of the stream itself.

Anerican Rivers appreciates the recognition that te corridor may
be larger if necessary to preserve resource values, and we com
mend the planners recognition of this by expanding the corridor

to include the canyon walls where they are greater than one~
quarter mle fromthe river. 1d.
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American Rivers believes the «classifications set forth in the
"Cassification Deternmination" of Appendix 5 are sensitive to the

standards *et forth in administrative directive.

However, we are deeply concerned with the proposal to arbitrarily
"under-classify' various segnents as is set forth in the
"Formul ation of Aternative*." £.g., RMP at 236.

The WIld and Scenic Rivers Act provi des that each conponent of
the system shall be "adninistered in such a mnner a* to protect
and enhance the values which caused it to be included in said
system. " Section lo(a); 16 U.S.C. section 1281(a). This
section of the Acthas been interpreted as stating a "nondeg-
radation and enhancement policy for all designated river areas.”
se* Interagency Quidelines, 47 Fed. Reg. 39454, 39458.

Arerican Rivers is concerned that a number of river segments will
be exposed to inappropriate levels of developnent due “to inproper
classifications. The Plan include* several exanples of "“ander-
classification" that threaten to degrade and inpair the values O
eligible and suitable rivers pending Congressional consi derati on.

Such "under-classification" is in plain violation of BLM policy
which  provides unequivocally that *[t]he potenti al classification
of a river is based on the condition of the river and the adja-
cent lands as they exist at the time of the study.” Guidelines,
VIII.A.2.

For example, the plan documents that segment 2 of the Gila Box
qualifies as W"wild" based upon_the current level of streamside
development. RMP at 235-36. There are no roads along this
portion of the river. Id. Despite the current wld character
of this segment, two alternatives would inexplicably establish a
scenic classification for this segment. RMP at 236. There are
several simlar exanples of such inappropriate classification
throughout  Appendix 5.

For the reasons stated above, the decision to "under-classify" a
river segment is in contravention of BILM admnistrative policy
and the directive of the WId and Scenic Rivers at for federal
agencies to enhance and maintain outstandingly remarkable river
val ues.

Further, the RMP contains no analysis of the adverse inpacts of
devel opment  which would be permitted in a wld but not a scenic
classification. Such  devel opnent could foreclose  congressional
designation of the river as a wld rives.

Mr. Steve Knox
April 6, 1990
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Finally, the decision to “"under-classify’ merely to provide a
range of alternatives fails to conply wth the guidance for
alternative classifications set forth in the Interagency

Cui del i nes. See Interagency Guidelines, 47 Fed. Reg. at 38458
The «Quidelines neke plain that an analysis of alternative
classifications is an unusual occurrence, and arises only on
those occasions that there may be an "authorized but not yet
construct ed project(], which if constructed would alter the
classification of the rjver area" Id. This very limted
justification for analysis of alternative classifications is not
the basis for the recomended range of alternative*.

4. Management Standards
In order to protect the resource values and character of its
potential wild and scenic rivers until a decision is reached

regarding their designation, BIM's (Quidelines require agency
planners to establish detailed managenent prescriptions.  The
Cuidelines state: ™"[(Tihe RMP nust prescribe the protection
(interim managenent prescriptions) to be provided for the river
and adjacent public land area pending the suitability and, when
necessary, subsequent action by the Congress.” Quidelines,
Section VIII.A.3.a., at p. 1L

The CQuidelines address in detail the scope of managenent
prescriptions that should be adopted:

Specific  management prescriptions for river corridor*
identified from the NRI list, or otherwise identified for
study, should provide protection in the following ways:

1. Free-flowns values.  The free-flow ng characteristics
of such identified river seoments cannot be nodified to
allow stream inpoundnents, diversions , channelization, and/
or rip-rapping to the extent the BLM is authorized under
law.

2. River values. OQutstandingly remarkable values of the
identified river segment or area nust be protected (subject
to valid existing right*) and, to the extent practicable,
enhanced.

3. Jassification Impacts. Management and devel opment  of
the identified river and 1it* corridor cannot be nodified,
subject to valid existing rights, to the degree that its
eligibility or classification would e affected (i.e., its
classification cannot be changed from wld to scenic, or
scenic to recreational).
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Guidelines, Ix, B., at 1-20.

The Safford RMP fails to include any specific prescriptions and
thereby fails to conply wth agency directive. The Draft Three
Rivers RMP recently issued in Oegon contains management pre-
scriptions that are consistent wth the BIM Quidelines and wll
provide appropriate guidance to BIM and the public of those
actions that are appropriate wthin the relevant river corridor.
Anerican RIvers suggests that the Safford planners consult with
the Three Rivers planners on this issue.

5. Preferred Al ternative and Suitability Det er m nati on

Anerican Rivers is deepIY concerned with the proposal to

recommend only @ 10.2 mle segment of Gila River as a recrea-
tional river for Congr essi onal desi gnati on. RMP at 28. we
believe that the Plan has failed to denonstrate that the other
eligible river segnents are not suitable. W strongly urge that
the” Safford Final = gMp reexamine closely the suitability issue and
reconmend appropriate eligible river segnents for  Congressional
desi gnati on.

The rmp documents that the ¢ila River and San Francisco River
remin free-flowing and possesses outstandingly renarkable values
and is therefore eligible for inclusion in the nation wld and
scenic rivers system The Final RMP should reexamine whether
these rivers (and other eligible streans) are suitable for
inclusion by Congress in the pationaj Wid and scenic river
system That decision necessarily requires a weighing of the
relative public value of the streams as protected conponents of
the national rivers system against the public values associated
with other possible uses of the river. The WId and Scenic
Rivers Act mandates that inquiry and establishes a national

policy that " , . be preserved in free-
flowing condition, and , . . orotected for the benefit and i
enjoyment of present and fyture generations.” 16 U.8.C. section

1271 (enphasis added). The Act's policy of preservation of
selected 'rivers balances the established national policy favoring
dam and other developnent at appropriate sections of our nation's
rivers. Id. The fundamental task that the gy faces with

respect to any potential wld and scenic river! therefore, is to
balance properly the conpeting values of the river if preserved
or devel oped.

BLM decisions not to reconmend designation for potential WId and
Scenic  Rivers! like decisions releasing potential wi | der ness
areas, Airretrievably comit the resources of such rivers and
their adjacent lands, and require sinilar site-specific

M. steve Knox
April 6, 1990
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environmental

anal ysis. Even Wwhere the BIM establishe_s

relatively protective management prescriptions for a river area
in its forest plan, the decision not to recommend WId and Scenic

River designation

exposes the river to a continued risk of

hydroel ectric development that may degrade gp destroy the river's

free-flowing char

acter, and to mneral development that nmay

inmpair its outstanding natural  values.

Further, the Pl
values of the
area. Sever al
nati onal rivers

an documents well the outstandingly renarkable

remining free-flawing streans in the resource

are unquestionably suitable for inclusion in the
system W urge the planners to reexamne this

issue during the preparation of the Final RMP.

W trust these

coments are helpful during the Resource

Management Plan process. W look forward to participating

further in the
any of the matt
comunicate with

cc: Gary Marsh

RMP process. If you have any questions concerning
ers set forth above, please do not hesitate to
ne.

Sincerely,
S
/ fpac

Thomas J, cassidy,
Public Lands  Counsél
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DESERT TORTOISE COUNCIL

Mareh 30, 1990

Mr. Ray A. Brady, District Manager
Safford District Office

Bureau of Land Management

425 E. 4th Street

Safford, Arizona 85546

Mr. Brady:

The Desert Tortolse Council has reviewed the draft Safford RMP. We
have limited most review directly to the desert tortoise. The
Manars Paretaton Pannndl arandn wmarne diohanvrtanad ar what 1o
contained in this document, or rather what is not in this document.
With this introduction, we trust you will understand the
adversarial and severely digappointed tone this comment letter
takes. As regards the BLM's commitment toward management of desert
tortoise habitat, Safford BLM seems content to stock this document
with wordage having nothing to do with your own agency's Management
of Desert Tortoise Habitat on Public Lands: A Raugewide Plan.

This plan has been in existence for two years and the Safford
Office has had sufficient time to prepare for dealing with the
desert tortoise issue. Essentially, it appears the Safford Office
does not regard the "Raangewide Plan” plan as real nor does {t feel
obligated to carry out the objectives and management actiouns
detailed i{in the plan as a serious necessity.

We read the Rangewide Plan and the Supplemental Wildlife Program
Guidance for Planning as requiring goals, objectives,
prescriptions, descriptions of resources and their extent,
conflicts, habitat opportunities for expansion, maintenance, or
improvement for priority species. About the only thing positive
thie document does is identify the desert tortoise as a priority
species (page 30). Then the tortolse and many other “priority
species” are dropped from subsequent consideration. Other items
required in BLM Supplemeuntal Program Guidance for Planoing and the
Rangewide Plan are disregarded.

We have beer informed time and again for years that the Safford
District has been performing desert tortoise "inventories”™. Quite
a bit of effort, we've been led to believe. Yet the draft RMP
proposes to do more INVENTORY (page 31)! ©On 29,000 acres? This is
absolutely ridiculous! How much habitat does Safford District have
compared to other BLM offices? Surely not that much.
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Mr. Ray A. Brady -2- March 30, 1990

We submit that 1f Safford District must spend two more years after
that already spent with inventory to categorize a small amount of
habitat, it has wasted a great deal of the taxpayers' money in the
meantime., Additionally, the draft proposes to categorize the
habitat two years from now! The “Rangewide Plan” says that RMP
documents (land use plans) are where categorization will be made
and largely how the Rangewide Plan will be implemented. How would
Safford District propose to formally categorize habitat outside
this land use plan? We hereby demand that BLM incorporate the
"Rangewide Plan” in this draft RMP and stop beating around the
bush, How otherwise does Safford BLM propose to implement the
"Rangewide Plan”, please specify?

The areas identified in #14 on page 31 are too small to harbor
viable populations of desert tortoises. Are they contiguous
with other lands? Whose lands? What 1s BLM's analysis of these
populations?

Where are the maps of the proposed interim Category 3 aud Category
2 areas?

The alternatives seem poorly described and we can see lircle clear
difference between them.

Management Concern | (wildlife) does not appear different between
the so-called Alternatives, In fact, Alternative D (No action),
page 80, has more actions for wildlife than the other alternatives.
Since the other altermatives really do nothing with respect to the
desert tortoise, we recommend Alternative D for implementation, as
no action would seem more appropriate than doing more of the same,
which has been either a lot of nothing or not a lot of anything.

If the tortoise and its habitat are significant, manageable
resources in the Safford District, BLM should take decisive actions
in the RMP. Otherwise, other BLM offices may make better use of
the taxpayers' money, and Safford should get on with other resource
management activities.

Page 159. Environmental Consequences. This is the worst section
we have seen in any BLM EIS. The consequences for wildlife are
extremely vague, without described cause-effect relationships nor
with supporting documentation, that they are meaningless and do not
significantly vary between alternatives. In fact, this supports
the feeling expressed earlier that the alternatives are uot
significantly different from each other. There is no wide range of
alternatives listed described in this decument. The Consequences
section is so bad that the following atrocious quote from page 163,
last paragraph, represents the eatire chapter: “Disposal of public
lands would result in low impacts to wildlife habitat siace the
land would no longer be under BLM management”. Now that is a
circular impact description if we ever heard one!

There 1s no way to tell in this document whether under any
alternative BLM would plan on disposing or acquiring desert
tortoise habitat. In addition, the desert tortoise is not
mentioned in the Environmental Comsequences section.
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Mr. Ray Brady -3- March 30, 1990

We noticed in the Consultation and Coordination section the Desert
Tortolse Council Is not listed.

We thought BLM was serious about management of habitat to ensure
the continued existence of the desert tortoise and to prioritize
areas for intensive management. The draft RMP appears to refute
that idea, in fact, flagrantly disregards the content and intent of
the "Rangewide Plan”. We hope other significaut resource values
were not treated as was the desert tortoise. If so, we fear for
their future.

The Desert Tortoise Council is not only an affected party to
decislons made as a result of this plan, but has ar intense
interest in the proposed natural resource management over desert
tortoise habitat in the Safford District and the rest of the
tortoise's range. We demand a copy of the Final Plan, when
prepared, and a description of procedures for protesting the plan.

Sincerely,

//MW

J. A. St., Amant
Senior Co-chalrman

cc: Acting Arizona State Director
BLM Director Jamison
BLM Chief, Division of Fish and Wildlife
Board of Directors
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PETITION
T0: Bureau of Land Management RE: Safford District Resource
U.S. Department of the Interior Management Plan and
425 E. 4th Street Environmental Impact Statement
safford, AZ 85546 {RMP/EIS)

THIS PETITION is in regard to the use of the high country above Aravaipa Canyon. We
request that you do not open the road acrgss Virgus Canyon. The area west of Virgus
should be open to equestrian and foot travel only.” At present, there are many 4.yheel
drive roads in the Turkey Creek-Table Mountain area. There is a need for equestrian
trails outside of the Aravaipa Creek itself and horses and QRvs are a dangerous
combination.

NAME ADDRESS DATE
TED. TCamAy [ 6521 T Coii @ | TTalssho IR 3-29-%o
h}JAM 393 W.PL e lactellon | Tucom Ps19s |3 -30-%
T W £ fead Toeson. 5715 | 33150
Kboas LG lasstom | 219 5 - Aamee TucSem | £571¢ ‘(/5'/7"
Redsme. Koo 220 i Commumg Eayy T Necson . X3S 7oy ks [4: f:s

e ! )
Socls. Pifee 2o & See g P4l 7. $5Z3a | 2lilzo
LAl T Bavady (o 6,277 5T\ Jecwen _gwZi Y25,
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April 7, 1930

Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Burear of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Steve Knox:

Brazing of cattle can no longer be ignered as a harmless
industry. It is responsible for the desertificaticn of Arizona.
Please hear cur plea. Dur precicus Scarce resouries are
deminishing day by day. Encourage the keeping of cattle from
the riparian zones in the Safford district. Alternative "B" is
the most sensitive to enviranmental issues. We want cattle off
our public lands not only for the Sake of the wild animals which
are destroyed each year by the ranchers but for the water shed
which suffers, depleting the agqua fur. Now is the time to act.
The greenhcouse effect is upon us. We must work toward
reforestation of the land. This can never be accomplished if
private industry is allowed to cause the desert to become a
wasteland.

Thank you for listening to the concerns of those wha love this
state and those wha wish to preserve its beauty and usefulness
for our children and theirs.

Sinz7ely, ;
Pratima McDonald, M.A.

1342 N. Camino Miraflores
Yucson, AZ BS745
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FLYING U W RANCH
P.0. BOX 689
FLORENCE, ARIZONA 85233

April 1, 1990

Steve  Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Managenent
425 E. 4th Street

Saf ford. AZ 05546

Dear M. Knox:

Ye hare studied the draft gafferd District Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Inpact Statement gud also
attended your open houge comment session. W& have Several
coments to offer for your consideration. Although our
feelings are pretty nuch the same for the whole Safford
district. we would like to address ouy comments primarily
to the areas within and surrounding the Aravaipa W]Iderness.

After considering all the proposed alternatives, we
probably favor Alternative D, but wth several inportant
exceptions.

First, and perhaps forempst, we strongly oppose the
opening of any new areas to {QHY use, whether restricted gp
unlinted. Such use would be extremely detrinental to the
primary resourge, the soil and water, causing increased
erosion, a degradation of water quality in the creek and
adjacent springs, and the destruction of vegetation. AS weg
all k¥now, increased access will draw more ygerg rho are less
conscientious about littering and abiding by rules and |aus.

with no or inadequate provisions being made for enforcenent
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and supervision, these fragile areas Will be ruined. In-
creased QHV use Wll geriowusly affect the adjacent private
land owners who already are forced to cope with the ever-
increasing burden that recreational use incurs.

Ye also object to awmy attenpts to reintroduce beaver
into Aravaipa Wildermess. This could cause an increased
potential for damage and problems to downstream property
owners and water users, As far as we koow, there is no
study to indicate what effect beaver may have on the endan-
gered fish speciem in the creek. Beaver just night help to
pfovide a nmore favorable habitat for the exotic species that
have already invaded some areas.

Ye oppose BLM's acquisition of the 680 acres of private
lands on the east and rest ends of Aravaipa Wlderness. Such
an acquisitiom will only give BLM nore freedom to increase
recreational uge in the area. attracting more wisitors. Such
use will force Pinal and Grahaw counties to spend nore on
road inprovements putting a greater tax burden On these
countyes' citizens.

Since we Oppose increased recreation in the area, we

naturally oppose BIM's developnent of an “activity plam" for

the use aod acquisition of lamds adjacent to Aravaipa yildernesa.

A hurman daily "carrying capacity® for AWwhas al ready been set.
How do you propose to solve the problems that will be created
by the greater numbers of visitors to the area?

One thing that was suggested at your open house at the
Central  Arizona College Aravaipa Canpus was the possibility
that BIM my be coumsidering acquiring lands along the San Pedro

river between Winkelwaw and Benson to be turmed into a special

recreational uwse and wildlife area. Ye vehemently oppose

this.

The San Pedro is vital to the agricultural interests of pipal

county. Removel of these lands from county +tax roles would

place a further burden on an already econonmically depressed

county. There already exists ewormous problens with the

public on the adjacent |ands. W don't need any nore. A so,

it just doesu't mke sense for BLM to reacquire lands it has

traded away in the past.

Finally, perhaps our gravest concerns are wth RBLM itself.

We are yery concerned by BIM's lack of concern for the private

land owners adjacent to BIM controlled lands. Also, like

meny other land managing agencies, BIM makes no provisiona

so

for

enforcement and supervision of the increased oumbers Of users

it attracts. The policies BLM is enbracing are like a caneer=

oug growh.  There seems to be no end to the lands you attenpt

to acquire and control. BLM's Min ewphasis iS On recreation

and public use and access. BLM is speeding away from produc-

tion and management of our public lands and at the same time

building its own gigantic bureaucracy. Such policies are

dangerous, not only for the local people involved, but for

well-being of our nation.
we hope you will give consideration to gyr concerns.

you for your attention.

WY
24 Z
Ftrese
Valter and Francie Meyer

very
the

Thank
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College of Medicine
Department of Anatomy

nz-i

THe UNIVERSITY OF

ARIZONA

HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER

'v-

April 5, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RAMP Team |eader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E &% Streat

Safiord, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox,

In recent years | have often heard of problems that relate to the Eagle
Creek Bat Cave and | am writing to express my sincere concems about its
prsservation, Some of its value as a wildlife resource has already been lost
irmeperably and we@ need to do all that is possible to preserve this unique place.

Late in the 7960’s and on into the 60's, | was part of 8 group which made
annual trips to the Eagle Creek Cave to study the population dynamics of the
Mexican free-tailed b e t colony that yses the cave e s a 'matemnity ward." To
observe the daily flights of the millions of pregnant or Iactaﬁng females to their
feeding sites in the Gila drainage was a sight to behold! | realize that for many
reasons the bat populations at Eagle Creek have fallen considerably and this is
all the mors mason to pay more attention to the factors that might be harmful to
the colony. These bats need to be protected.

It would seem to me that a locked gate to the grea would be almost &
recessity. T h e idea of frequently posied consenvation notices could alse b a
helpful. I would strongly support the idea of prohibiting fire arms discharge within
& 1/4 mile circumference of the ¢ave,

| hope that these comments will be helpful in the determination of measures
to protect the Eagle Creek bat cave.

Sincerely, |
ALt —
Joseph T. Bagnara, Ph.D.
JTBjdd Professor

Tucson, Arizona 85724
(602) 626-6084 or 626-6655

11
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INDIANA BAT/GRAY BAT RECOVERY TEAM

C/0 Richard L. Clawson B
Missouri Department of Conservation:
1110 S. College Ave.
Columbia, MO &5201
& April 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMF Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th St.

Safford, Al 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

I recently have learned that BLM is considering protection for
the Eagle Creek Cave population of Tadarida brasiliensis. In
response to the request for public input, I would like to swpport
efforts to protect Eagle Creek Cave as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern.

Data collected by Dr. Don Wilson of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service indicate that vandalism is a major cause of decline of
the bat population. In light of this, Alternative B, to protect
the entire Eagle Creek canyon, would make control of access to

the cave much easier. Construction of an effective gate in the
entrance to the cave also should be considered. The Recovery
Team would be pleased to offer advice regarding gate design. In

addition, the Team recommends signing of all bat caves with an
appropriate conservation message, so that the public will be
informed of the reasons for protective measures instituted on
behalf of bats.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important
matter. 1f 1 may be of further assistance, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Richard L. Clawson
Team Leader
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12 April 1930

4500 W. Speadway
Tucson, AZ 85745

Mr. Steve Knox

RNP Team Leader.

Buresu of Land Managewent
425 E. 4th St.

Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Nr. Knox,

Thie letter is in reference to the Safford District RNP and
associated EIS. I wish to meske tvo points in this letter. One ies that
everything possible phould be done to further statutory protection of
the Gils Box canyon. At present there eeems to be wovewent tovard a
Netional Conservation Area designation for the priceless riparian zone,
and I ask that the BLM do everything in its pover to support this
protection.

The second point I vish to make ig that the Eagle Creek Bat Cave
ACEC im » vital resource that is deserving of all the protection that
can practically be appliied. Towards that end I believe that it is
desirable to acquire more of the land sround the cave entrance and to
enforce all possible protecticns against unneceesary harassment of the
bats. By nov there is a well developed methodology for gating cave
entrances so as to exclude unqualified humans vithout impairing the cave
environment for the bats. This should be done at the esarliest possible
opportunity. Part of sanagewent of this cave should also be an
education caspaign aimed at minimizing harassment of the bats.
Additionally, s monitoring effort should be initiated to quantify the
current rate st which the bats are dizturbed. If it can be shown that
the degree of solitude sfforded the bats is sufficient for their needs,
the BLM vill be in a lot better position to justify only a small ACEC
arcund the cave entrance. In the Safford RNP is an alternative (B) that
maximizes protectiocn of the cave rescurce through edditional acquismition
and protection of the canyon. While it may not be within the financial
resources of the BLN to acquire the entire 3160 scres= in timely fashion,
it should be a land sanagement objective to acquire whatever lands are
needed for maximal protection of this unique and irreplaceablie cave
environment. The Preferred Alternstive does not apparently do this.

Plesse note my suppart for full protection of the riparian snd cave
resources of the District, especially the Gila Box and the Eagle Creek
Bat Cave ACEC.

Sincerely,

Sl B
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION -
LOWER COLORADO REGIONAL OFFICE
P.O.BOX 427
IN REPLY BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005
REFER TO:
LC-159 APR 19
ENV-6.00 o0
Memorandum
To: Mr. Ray A. Brady, District Manager, Safford District Office, Bureau
of Land Management, Atrention: RMP Team Leader, Mr. Steve Knox,
425 E. 4th Street, Safford AZ 85546
From: Regional Environmental Officer

Subject: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (RMP/EIS) for the Safford District inm Arizona (Your Letter
of January 1990) (Environmental Impact Statement)

We have reviewed the draft RMP/EIS and have the following comments to offer.

Specific Comments

In the "Environmental Consequences" summary (page 1ii), it is stated that
management of "Areas of Critical Environmental Concern” (ACEC) under
"Alternative A" would provide high benefits to riparian vegetation, while ACEC
management under "Alternative B" would provide moderate benefits to riparian
vegetation. This appears to be conflicting since “Alternative B" proposes
more intense management of significantly larger riparian areas than are
recommended under “Alternative A* (the agency preferred altermative), which
emphasizes multiple use and is subsequently less protective of ACEC's,
riparian areas, etc.

_—General Copments

We find no mention in this document of the Bureau of Reclamation’s
(Reclamation) withdrawn lands within the Safford District. Public Land Order
(PLO) 5269, dated Qctober 11, 1972 (copy enclosed), withdrew 1,988.63 acres in
Cochise County, Arizona, for the Central Arizona Project's proposed
Charleston Dam and Reservoir. Enclosed is a map showing the location of the
land withdrawn by this PLO.

Since the withdrawal, subsequent memoranda have been exchanged between the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Reclamation regarding withdrawal reviews,
rejustification, requests from BLM, and Reclamation’s request for the
continuance of the withdrawal. A meeting was held on June 25, 1985, between
BLM apd Reclamation and it was agreed that Reclamation would reevaluate its
need to retain all the land. BIM indicated a willingness to accept
Reclamation’s request for modification and continuation of the PLO, provided
Reclamation would consider the release of any land not essential to the
project, particularly those parcels which would not be subject to inundation
by the reservoir.
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On January 16, 1986, a memorandum (copy enclosed) was sent to the State
Director, Arizona State Office, BLM, indicating that Reclamation had
reevaluated and determined that certain lands could be relinquished and that
the withdrawal review report be amended to delete 592.75 acres.

However, due to the National Wildlife Federation lawsuit, BIM has been unable
to revoke any part of the lands and, therefore, all the lands are still
carried on Reclamation records.

If you have any questions, please call Ms. Mary Laswell at FTIS 598-7710.

Enclosures 3

72 17897
UXTTED STATES
DEPARTVENT OF TES INTERIOR

CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS
TITLE 43--PUSLIC LAXDS: INTERICR

CEAPTER II--BURSAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
APPENDIX-~-PUBLIC LAND ORDERS

PUBLIC LAND ORDER 52350

(Arizona 822. 3753)
ARIZONA
WITHDRAWAL FOR PROPOSED RECLAMATION PROJECT

By virtue of the authority contained in section 3 of
the Act of June 17, 1902. 32 Scat. -388, 35 amended and supplemented,
43 U,8.C, 8416 (1979), it is ordered as follows:

Subjoct to valid existing rights, and to the provisions
of existing withdrawals, the following described public lands
which are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary Of the Interior
are hereby withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the public
land laws, including t h e mining laws (30 U.S.C., Ch. 2), but not
from leasing under the mineral leasing laws, and reserved for the
proposed Charleston Dam and Reservoir, Central Arizoma Project:

Gila and Salt River Meridian
T. 21 S., R. 21 E,,
sec, 1, lots 1 to &4, inel.;
sec, 12, lots 1, 2, SELNWY, NASEY, SANEY,
T,21 8., R 22 E,,
sec, 5. lots 1, 2, SkSEE, WIASEY;
sec. 6. lots 3 to 9, inel., SExsWy, excluding
Mineral Patents 6967, 8968, 6969, 14930;
see, 7. lots 1. 2, NuNEY, SWANEX, EXMWY, NERSWk;

sec, 9 . ShNWE;
sec, 33. lot 1, NER, EANWY.
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T. 22 5., R. 22 E.,

sec. 4. lot 11, lots 23 to 33. {ncl.,
lots 36. 39, &0, 45; 46.so. 57, 59, 62. 63.
lots 67 to 79, incl.,
lots 72. 73. 76. 77.
lots 82 ¢o 85, ipel.,
lots 87 to 90, incl.,
lots 93 to 103, incl.;

sec. 9, lots 1 to-4, incl., EANEX,

The areas described aggregate 1,988.63 acres in Cochise County.
Portions of the lands are affected by Powersite Classification

No. 438, as established by the Departmental Otder of Novembser 16, 1956.

Hamisen Loesch

ocT L1M7 Assistan} Secretary of the Interior A

“Tti¥ici o te at

37 3f s

%Rvé 7 fgowv‘

fartifyioe

TPricer

77

LY

A

309



71596 (9-83)

DURCAL U HEL LAMA 11U

Bursau ot Reclamation OFFICIAL FILE COPY,
‘SURNAME  [C!
% 7y
Y
JAN 16 /78¢
LC-420
720.
Memorandum
To: State Dircctor, Arizona State Office, Bureau of hac‘Wmnc.
P.0. Box 16563, Phoenlx, Arizona 85011
Attencion: Wichdrawal Review Coordinator l A

Prom: < Acting Regicnul Director
&

Subject: Review of Bureau of Reclamatioca Withdrawal for the Charlescon Dam
and Reservoir, Central Arizooa Project (our memorandum of
March 2, 1984)

The subject memoraadum transmitted our withdrawal review of the land reserved

for the proposed Charlestom Dam aad Reservoir, Cemcral Arizona Project, as
mandated by Section 204(1) of the Federal Lund Policy and Management Act of
October 21, 1976 {90 Star. 2754). As a resulc of a Bureau of Land
Mapagewent determioation chat the rejustificacion contained fa the review
was insufficienat Co warrant modificatioa and continuation of the withdrawal
order (Public Land Order No. 5269), a meeting was held ia your office oa
Juae 25, 1985. Durlog that meetiag, 1t was sgreed that che Bureau of
Reclamatioa would reevaluate 1rs oeed to rerain all of the land withdrawa
by the withdrawal order, particularly those parcels that would mot be
subject to inuvadacion by the reservoir.

We have cumpleted our reevaluacion 4nd decermined that certain land can be
relinquished. Accordiagly, it 18 requesced chat the withdrawal review
report be amended as follows:

I. Delete from the listiug to be retained the following described
laad:

Gila aad Selt River Meridian, Arizona

T. 21 s., R. 22 E,
section 5, lots 1 and 2, NW:SE%,S%SE':
section 9, S'AW:
section 33, loc 1, NEY%, E'fW:

T. 22 8., R. 22 E.,
sectioca 4, lor ll, locs 23 to 33, incluasive,
loca 36, 39, 40, 45, 46, 50, 57, 59, 62, acd 63,
loes 67 to 70, inclusive, loca 72, 73, 76, and 77
SJocs 82 to 85, 1aclusive, lots 87 co 90,
latlusive lots 93 to 103, iaclusive

section 9, lots 1 to 4, inclusive, E'SNE%

Containing 592.75 acres ian Cochise Couacty, Arizona.

1-13V6A (2-78)

Burcuu of Reciamation
Z
1T, Add a uew listiag idencitied for relinguishmeat to leclude ail or
che Luud lacluded fa 1. above. The iuiormation required by
(43 CZR 2372.1(b)) is listed below:
1. Bureau of Reclamarion, Lower Colorado Regioual Office,
P.0. Box 427, Bouldur City, Nevada 89005
1. Public Laad Order Ko, 5269, dated October 11. 1972,
3.  See 1. abova.
4. Noae.
5. There 1s no koowu contamsnatioa of the land.
6, Not applicable.
7. duge.
8. Hlone.
9. Not applicable. -
10. No easemeats or other rights have beea graated by the
Burzau of Reclamacion.
1i. HNoue.
12. None.
13. Hoae.
ROV
ce:  Geaeral Services Adwmiaistracion, Regloa 9, R=al Property Diviaton,
Fodorul Pruperty Resources Servies, 525 Mariet Streecd,
Sau Fraacingu, Cailforaia Y4ld3
Discrict aaeger, Seifurd Discricc Oilice, Bur2du of Laad !fanagemear,
425 Esst Fourth Screcc, Safford, Arizous 85546
b5c: Project iaoeger, Phueuin, Ari:zons, Atteation: 330-1000
401
495-Carono~424A/12
Datly
RChualey: /s

Lo X
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GRAHAM COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

GRAHAM COUNTY COURTHOUSE 800 MAIN STREET PHONE  428-3250
SAFFORD, ARIZONA 85546

SUPERVISORS

DELBERT HOUSEHOLDER, CHAIRMAN
REX BARNEY, MEMBER JOE CARTER, COUNTY MANAGER
MILTON REAY, MEMEER BARBARA FELIX, CLERK

April 16, 1990

Ray  Brady

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th St.

Safford, Arizona 85546

IRE: Draft BLM Management pian

Dear Mr. Brady: 20%

Enclosed for your consideration is a copy of Resolution 1990-10 outlining
the Board®s position with respect to the removal of gra'zing acreage.
Please consider this position as the Board"s comment in this matter.

Sincerely,

loe Carter, Manager
Graham County

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

RESOLUTION
1990-10

A RESOLUTION oF THE GRAHAM COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS IN OPPOSITION
To THE BUREAU oF LAND MANAGEMENT ProPosaL To WITHDRAN ADDITIONAL GRAZING

LAND ACREAGE .

WHEREAS, the economic survival of rural counties and communities
is dependent upon prlvate lands as ']ts primary tax base, and

WHEREAS, private lands within Graham cCounty consist ¢f less
than seven percent of total land OHHEr‘Shlp, and

HHEREAS, 4 substantial portion of tax revenues @are derived from
personal property taxation on livestock, etc.. on public lands, and

WHEREAS, the proposed Bureau of Land Management draft plan,
preferred alternative, calls for the additional withdrawal of twenty-three
thousand aCres (Swamp Spring/Hot Spring area) from possible future use
for livestock  grazing, and

WHEREAS, such withdrawals create financial hardships on retail
trades  and sales, businesses  which support ranching, along  with  additional
hardships on Jlocal governments in meeting- their responsibilities to
provide minimum basic services.

NOd THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED, that the Graham County Board of
Supervisors is opposed to any additional withdrawal of land which has
a direct negative impact on taxation.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of Graham County
this  16th day Qf April, 1990.

GRAHAM COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Dttt 2hsidniit

Delbert Householder, Chairman

ATTEST:

S ol
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PETITION

TO: Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Department of the Interior

425 E. 4th Street

Safford. A2 85546

RE: Safford District Resource

Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement

(RMP/EIS)

THIS PETITION is in regard to the use of the high country above Aravaipa Canyon. We
request that you do not open the road across Virgus Canyon. The area west of Virgus
should be open to equestrian and foot travel only. At

drive roads in the Turkey Creek-Table Mountain area. Tﬁére is a need for equestrian
trails outside of the Aravaipa Creek itself and horses and ORVs gre a dangerous

combination.

resent, there are many 4-wheel

NAME ADDRESS DATE
7 v lor 2m Al 2Tecs Crbe | Livomer Pz 85722 ‘//f/?o
Del & Lorcl 5525 £, MhaTtioed & Taeso~ Aw Y571/ S -5,
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(602) 475-2361

THE SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE

P.0. BOX 0
SAN CARLOS, ARIZONA 85550

April 18, 1980

Mr. Ray A. Brady, $afford District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Safford District

425 R 4th Street

Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Brady;

| have a g¢rowing concern that your office does not have
an adequate wunderstanding of the Federal/Indian trust
relationship, th. BLM's responsibility stemming fromthis
relationship, and how this responsibility relates to the
Safford District Resource Management Plan (RMP). This
concern is based upon the presentation by your staff and
subsequent discussion of the draft RMP before the Natural
Resources Committee of the San Carlo. Apache Tribe. As
discussed in ny previous letter, the trust relationship ig
government-to-government and is not the sole domain of the
Bureau of |India" Affair.. It 1. the Department of th.
Interior which is charged with th. responsibility of
uphol di ng this trust, including th. Bureau of Land
Management Where its management affects the fiduciary
responsibility of the Federal government toward trust land.
and resources Of Native Americans. As this relationship is
complex and oft." poorly understood by agencies
inexperienced 1" this field, | ha'. wenclosed a packet of
documentation on this topic for your review.

The first two documents are from a Federal District
court case in which the Northern Cheyenne Trlb. sought a
Judicial review of the the Bureau of Land Management's trust
responsibilities. The finding. 1" this case clearly

Buck Kitcheyan

Tribai Chairman

Fonald Edwards
Tridal Vice Chairman

indicate that the trust responsibility of th. Federal
government is alsc born. by th. Bureau of Land Management.

The third and fourth documents state th. position of
the Secretary of the Interior. |n Secretary Lujan's speech
before the Senate Select Committee on Indian Affairs he
stated that th. Fed ] trust resp ibility to Indians was
the Department’'s "most serious responsibility." He restated
this commitment in hi. memorandum to all th. Department
bureaus by requesting the consideration of the trust
responsibllity when conducting all program operations.

Th. final document was distributed (during a recent
intertribal symposium) by Mr. Michael J. Penfold, Assistant
Director, Land & Renewable Resources, Bureau of Land
Management, during . presentation on "Caoperative
Opportunities for Natural Resources." It is an advance copy
O BLM manual 8160, "Native American Coordination and
Consultation.” This document gives clear direction to
District and Area Managers, as well ae to staff, concerning
their responsibility for identifying and fully considering
Native American issues during th. planning processes.

| believe that you will findthe.. documents
informative and a good starting point for further research
into & quickly evolving policy within your agency.

Sincerely,

Buck Kitcheyan, Chairman
San Carlos Apache Tribe

cc: Mr. Wilson Barber, Phoenix Area Director, RIA
Mr. All." Aanspach, Superintendent, Se" Carlos Agency, BIA
Mr. Lynn Engdahl, Acting Arizona Stat. Director, BLM
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HUACHUCA AUDUBON SOCIETY

POST OFFICE BOX 63 SIERRA VISTA, ARIZONA 85636

1 May 1990

U.S Department of the Interior
Bureau ©f Land Managenent
Safford District Ofice

425 E 4th Street

Safford, AZ. 85546

Dear Steve Knox:

On behalf of the 300-member Huachuca Audubon Society,
I would like to thank the Bureau of Land Managenent for this
opportunity to neke comment on the Draft Resource Management
Plan EIS for the Safford District. Qur previous efforts an
the San Pedro River nanagenent plan proved to be quite
rewar di ng, and we are looking forward to having sinilar
satisfaction with this District Plan.

To begin with, we basically support Alternative A
but would like to see nodifications on the following concerns:

Issue 1. Access: Any road access in riparian areas should
run parallel to stream flow and not in it. All crossings
through riparian areas should be at right angles to stream
flow, thereby keeping people from driving up and down the
stream Cose off or avoid developing any swtchback road
access in all riparian areas. The following roads should be
moved out of riparian areas: Virgus Canyon Road, left fork
of Mrkham Creek Road, and Guadalupe Canyon Road.

Isgug 2. ACEC's: W support Aternative B's Isgsue 2. Al
|

ACEC's should have class VRM designation. and all new
land acquisitions should be considered for ACEC designation.
We also support NCA status for the Gila Box

Issue 3. O f - Hi ghway Vehicles: We support Alternative A
but  suggest the following additions: Seasonal closures
during nesting or breeding seasons in all sensitive areas
for wildlife, for exanple near riparian areas.

Issue 4. Riparian Areas: The Bureau should consider

Issue 4. Riparian Areas con't:

establishing a buffer 2one around all ACEC's, NCA's, and
riparian areas where Animal Damage Control (ADC) efforts
would be prohibited. To allow ADC to trap next to these
protected areas would have a negative inpact on the resources
these areas were established to protect. W would also like
more emphasis put on management of T & E species in riparian
areas and less on |ivestock grazing. W congratulate the
renmoval of cows from the San Pedro Riparian National
Conservation Area and encourage the same policy in the
following riparian habitat: Ml eshoe, Aravaipa, Bonita
Creek, San Francisco River Area, Gila Box, Gila River Area,
Apache Box, Turkey Creek, Guadalupe Canyon, and other
significant riparian areas in the Safford District. We also
encourage no Administration site development on the San Pedro
Riparian National Conservation Area, but,rather, would
support a site developnent in Sierra Vista.

Management _concern 2. lands and Reality: W support
Alternative B. The Swisshelm M. area, Portal area, and
other sky islands serving as wildlife corridors should not
be traded off for any less valuable lands for wildlife. Any
land exchanges should be carefully assessed as to their -
impacts on wldlife, including mgration routes.

Management concern 4. Energy and Mnerals: We support
Aternatrve B Decause 1t _provides greater protection to
sensitive areas from nining disturbance.

Management concern 6. Soi | Er osi on: W  encourage  building
The Tinber Draw Dam on the san Sinon River because it would
greatly reduce soil erosion and inprove riparian habitat.
W also encourage livestock removal from this area to
facilatate vegetation regrowth.

W strongly urge you to incorporate our conments
into the final Safford District RMP Plan, and we thank you
for  your  consideration.

Sincerely,
Marty  Cordano
Presi dent
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Ken COX Sr CUSTOM MADE JEWELRY BY APPOINTMENT ONLY
1383 8 1ot e
THATCHER. ARIZONA 85552
Mauyd, 1990
Mr., Braay

vafrora Uisirict = Bouen.

4¢) KasT 4Ll STreet
saTford, Az. 65540

Subject: Distrlct Management Pian

vear My, Brauy:

As an aciive member oI our local gem and minvral eiub ana vhe
@raham County Chamber of Commerce, 1 woula iike to propose uvnat
yOuw 1neiuge 1n your new managenent plan a pian for rapping up (by
butidezer and ripper ) a trial plot of one or two acres at ihe
Biaek Hitts rire arave bed and at the Houna Mountaill 1iTe agate Ucue

Tms_ wollld racilitate the Tinding of more and better material
by the pubiie;as these areas have been pickea over for many years.
i nave LP mlnd x Process vnav s similar tO tne ene used bY the
state of Arkansas at their diamond mine at Murphriesborp Arx.
rhis could be accompilshea ab very Littl® {or perhaps mo) cost
the Bureau yr Land Management by donations of machinery and Iabor
by The Granam Councy Chamber of Commerce.

1 wonld also iike tO propose that another pubiie rocknound
area be ‘established near the Graham w Greentee County iine along
nighway 70 =ast of 8afrord.

I nuve waikea over a poriion oi tnap grouna with two men
from your oi:ice and they were impressed o say the teast, Small
geodes, agate nodules, and Quartz chrystvals are quite pientifuil
over & wide area inere. As rocinounaing is growing quite rapialy
it woula be a voone Up the area, ana it would be very good publie
relations for the B,L.Ma

You coula alsSo count on cooperation ifrom tne ulia Valley Gel
anu Mineral SuClety in woue rorm ol helping police the area, as well
as building bases for trash barrels and, perhaps coiiecting anu
emptylng the Lrash contallersSe

I will greatly appreciate any help you coula give 1o tnis
matter,

Respectfuily,

il b0r

Kernnetn D. Cox Sr,
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COCAI SE- GRAHAM ~ CATTLE ~ GROMERS ASSCCI ATI ON
RESOLUTI ON
19%0-

VWHEREAS. the economic sSurvival of each rural communlty and county
in the state depends on private Property as a tax base: and

_ WHEREAS. further taxes for rural count les and communities are
derived from personal property tax on [rivestock: and.

WHEREAS. the current Bureau of Land Management Resource
Manacement Plan Draft <preferred alternative> ~proposes to withdraw
22.883 acres from any possibil 1tv of future use by liyestock grazing.
Egusllmpalrir&g and reducing the tax base of Gaham and Cochise

unties:  and.

WHEREAS. the current plan specifically states that pivae | ands
are to be acauired fromtime to time for various reasons which further
would reduce the tax base.

 THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, the Cochise-Graham Cattle Gowers'
Association 1g opposed to the current proposed Resource Management
Plan to withdraw grazing rights on Swanp-Springs-Hot Springs watershed
ﬁlrlea of Citical Environmental Concern, better known as the Muleshoe
ot ment.

BE IT pURTHER RESOLVED, the Cochise-Gaham Cattle Growers’
Association tg opposed to any accumulation of private er state lands
y the federal government that would affect the tax base in Gaham and
Cochige Counties.

ADCPTED TH'S 21st day of Aprtf

b vote of the
menbers of the ~ Cochi se-Gaham Cat Y upanimous

0
Wers Associatlion.
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127-1

Dear Director Eraé‘_l .

T»xul&j.ch Lo do balke A nonST oF Py iz
Fo exprecs mmg concon on e 1850k of fhe MewcanGrenntf.
T oweuld Lke s mk ot e Bl plemce begi do-~
Stacking wold habibdt o e SALlor b Diste <t so et
walf cow con€lify cav. be avocded
Th & Sl messane fo Coromndo Sopauses Alltt,

T Azked him o ploase begi. prop Arung Mo Lovedt Lo
He ve-umbrododhrn of e ol T would vrge you te
pleace do fe same 50 Mot Alese lands wmuld bs

Lo e wol€ at o Approps il “inn Aud Hoog
AucLy conllet Wit hralick

T hope you can ncwr with we ou Ao 1o Thnee oF
Hors L50Q, “Tloade pou, Sinasely,

Progrte
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District Manager
Stafford BLM
Stafford, AZ.

April 16, 1992

Dear District Manager:

I am writing out of frustration and I don’t really think it
will make any difference in the end., However, I once again
visited the Stafford District and was appalled by the ecolegical
damage done by 1livestock. 1 spent time in the Gila Box  area
including Eagle Creek, Bonita Creek, San Francisco River and the
@main river valley as well as on ridges. Everywhere there were
beat out riparian areas. Little or no cottonwood reproduction.
Dust. Sand. TYrampled banks. Trampled vegetation. Cow shit
everywhere, It’s a disgrace. And for what?

And please spare me that crap about producing food for the
Nation and all that BE. We both kngw that amount of meat produced
on public lands is minisule. | know and | hepe you know that in
the Southwest the land would be much better without cows on it.
And we really add UP the ecological COStS of grazing there would
be no way to justify it.

How can Yyou 1eocok yourself 1n the mirror knowing tg t you're
supposed to be protecting the public trust and the pu ﬁc‘s land.
IS this how you protect it? IS destroying riparian ZONe€5 how  you
protect it? And please dgn’t tell M€ that IT the public would
only chip in @ 1jttle more YOU could build more fences and spread
the range maggots out. ow aﬁout getting the range maggot
ranchers t 0 pay for it all if they want to” yuin the public’s
lands? Pay f o r all that fencin%

stock ponds, and gven the cost
of adminstration Of the grazing d

fotments in the fjrst place?

I also went up to the Needle’'s Eye Wilderness in the Gila
Mts. and some fat slob of a rancher blocked the voad with his big
gas guzzling cow shit smeared truck on the public road—— and he
tried to tell me that it was his land. "You’re on my range" he
said. And I said; "funny I thought I was on public lands" and I
got cut my BLM map. But he knew his bluff was up and he said he
didn’t believe in maps.

The only wonderful thing about this trip is that | got to
visit Aravaipa Canyon where there are no range maggots and it was
absolutely wonder ful. It lets a person see what that landscape is
supposed to look out-- if you did the job you are paid t o do.
Instead of being a lanky to the livestock industry, the Gila Box.
Bonita Creek, the San Francisco River—- they would all resemble
Aravaipa Canyon in time.

Yes this letter i1s insulting. It’s meant to be. For | am sick
and. tire of seeing the public trust compromised. | am tire of
SeeiNng the American landscape destroyed and the agency charged

1

with protecting the American interest refusing to live up to
their mandate.

Your recent Draft Management Plan refused to consider grazing
even though one part of the district had not been reviewed in 12
years!'! The law only says you have ta cansider grazing by
domestic livestock ( an alien species) as one potential use--
it's not imply that you have to graze livestock. And there far
too many places that should have no cows what sao ever.

I doubt you'll bother 1o answer and that's fipe. I just hape
you feel guilty abosut taking YOUr pay check home each week
knowing that you allow this te happen.

Get the cows off and bring back the cottonwood.

George Wuerthner
Box 273
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EAST ARCADIA LANE e PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85018

May 10, 1990

Steve Knox

US Dept. of the Interior
BLM- Safford District Office
425 E. 4th St

Safford AZ 85546

Dear Sir:

The Maricopa Audubon Society and its 3000 members enthusiastically support
Alternative A, but with the following suggestions:

Issue 1- Access: Any road access in riparian areas should run parallel to stream
flow and not in it. All crossings through riparian areas should be at right angles

to stream flow, thereby keeping people from driving up and down the stream. Close
off or avoid developing switchback i iparian areas. Remove roads from
riparian areas at Virgus Canyon Rd., left fork of Markham Creek Rd., and Guadalupe
Canyon Rd.

Issue 2- Access: ACEC's: We support Alt, B's Issue 2, All ACEC's should have
class 1 VRM designation, and all new land acquisitions should be considered for
ACEC designation. Also we support National Conservation Area status for the Gila
Box,

Issue 3- Off Hwy Vehicles: We support Alt. A, but suggest the following additions:
Seasonal closures during nesting or breeding seasons in all sensitive areas for
wildlife, for example near riparian areas,

Issue 4- Riparian Areas: Establish buffers around all ACEC's, NCA's, and riparian
areas where Animal Damage Control efforts would be disallowed. Let us protect the
wildlife in its more natural state in these environmentally important arees.
Threatened and Endangered species should have more emphasis and less emphasis on
livestock grazing. Our membership finds the grazing removal in San Pedro riparian
area a great leap forward in the protection of such ecologically sensitive desert
riparian areas and hope this will occur at Muleshoe, Aravaipa, Bonita Creek, San
Francisco River Area, Gila Box, Gila River Area, Apache Box, Turkey Creek,
Guadalupe Canyon and other key riparian treasure troves in the Safford Distriet.
We also encourage no Administration site devel t on the San Pedro Riparian
National Conservation Area, but rather, would support a site development in Sierra
Vista.

DEDICATED TO THE PROTECTION OF NATURAL WETLANDS IN AN ARID ENVIRONMENT

2

Management Cocnern 2- Lands and Reality: We support alt, B, The Swisshelm Mt,
area, and other sky islands serving as wildlife corridors should not be traded off

for any less valuable lands for wildlife. Any land exchanges should be carefully
assessed as to their impacts on wildlife, including migration routes.

Management Concern 4- Energy and Minerals; Alt, B is desirable because it
provides greater protection to sensitive gpegs from mining disturbance.

Lastly, Wwe encourage Timber Draw Dam to reduce g8oil erosion and improve riparian
habitat. ~ we encourage removal of livestock from this area 1o facilitate vegetation
renewal.

Thank you *or considering our recommendations for the final Safford District RMP
Plan.

Singerely, .
néért i ?{té;mWonservalion Chairperson

MARICOPA AUDUBON SOCIETY

318



130

12 Mrshall  Street
Boston,  Massachusetts
02108 (617) 523-2313
Fax (617) 523-2365
1.800-648-7695

Philip Y. DeNormandie

Nay 9, 1990

Mr, Ray A Brady

District Manager

United States ~Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Safford  District Ofice

425 E. 4th Street

Safford, Arizona 85546

Dear MNx. Brady:

As the owner of Trails End Ranch, The Painted Cave allotment and
other properties in the RMP area | have the following concerns and
suggest i ons.

The area north of the Aravaipa Canyon but South of the San
Carlos India" Reservation is a long nparrow property that deains into
Aravaipa Creek. The area controlled by the BLM jn this area is
plr:mari y The Painted Cave allotment owned by me and the Dry Canp
al | ot ment.

| have two means of access to The Painted Cave allotnent, the
primary one is through ny Whittaker Property known as the whittaker

Ranch Road T6S R178 Sec. 17, 19, 20. Presently | allow vehicles
I30-| over this road under a sign in sign out program totally at
descrection. Under no circunstances do | want wunlinmited and

uncontrol led access by right. To date vandalism is ninimal but
trash continues to be a mnejor problem also vehicles during wet

periods do considerable damege to the roads. | also think vehicular
access hbeyond The Painted Cave should be linmited to ranch and pBLM
vehi cl es.

- DeNormandie
denormandis B search

Page Two

second access is the \agner Ranch Road T§§, R17E Sec. 23 and
24. is road is oprivate, goes directly through ny front vyard,
holding pens and ranch buildings and wunder no circunstances do |
allow anyone other than BLM vehicles to travel over this road.
Gven ny “approach to the wWittaker Road po one has see" any need to
utilize this access and | see no reasom to open it to the public.

In general the area to the North of Aravaipa Canyon iS extremely
small and fragile and no roads should be opened up into this area
beyond the limited access that presently exists. Hunting should be
encouraged by foot or horseback and the same for hiking. This would
greatly inprove the enjoyment of this area for nost of the people
utilizing this small area while also protecting the environment  for
the small population of Desert Big Horpm Sheep that traverses this
area between Hell Hole and Bradenburg Mountain.

Al opportunities for nining on the Dy ¢ and Painted Cave
allotnent  should be with&wn. This would assure protection of the
Aravaipa drainage, protect the Big Horn Sheep terrain and assure the
public of a continued wunique environment that is extrenely close to
mejor nmining operations at n Mnuel, Winkleman and Dudleyville.

QOHV’s should not be allowed in this environmentally sensitive
area, except wth Landowner permission on the North Rim and all
vehicles should be elininated on South Rm property controlled by
Nature Conservancy.

Gazing should be allowed wunder present permits on Painted Cave
and Dry Camp. The cattle and sheep have gotten along successfully
for many years. It is ny understanding The Nature Conservancy wants
to withdraw grazing on their |eases which ans grazing in the total
Aravaipa Canyon area wll be highly lint Fﬁe and its inpact miniml.

Expansion of  Wlderness: | have no objections to the expansion
of the Wlderness area as proposed.

The Painted Cave homestead iS g wunique and historic property.
The BLM should meke sure that the |esseé properly secures and
maintains this property. The road down to Painted Cave should be
kept lacked with only Ranch and pBpM vehicular access.

denormandie h di i i g i hd
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Page Three

~ The Aravaipa area is a unique area and as such it cannot be all
things to all people. The heart of this area is the Aravaipa
W der ness, the jimmediate surrounding areas north to the Reservation

and South over the Nature Conservancy

t to Deer creek shoul d

andh Eas |
be looked at ag support areas. Vehicles should be linmited, hunting

should be by foot
This generally mai
increasing role t

and mno new or closed roads should be opened up.
ntains the present situation and acknow edges the
hat passive recreation (non vehicular) is playing

in the area. |n keeping vehicles limited, this area become a unique

recreational area
non-vi | derness  area,
in the reminder

Thank  you.

PYD/fm

denormandie hde

for hiking, hunting and camping in a
while many uses for vehicular recreation exist
of the resource managenent area.

v

Philip ¥, DeNormandie
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Concerned Citizen

%M
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ARIZONA DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP SOCIETY, INC.
PO. Box 5241 . Phoenix, Arizona 85010

May 20.1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Leader

Safford District

Bureau of Land Managment
425 East 4th Street

Safford, Arizona 65546

Re: Draft Safford District Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Knox:

The Arizona Degert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc (ADBSS) has reviewed the
above reference@ document. Please include the following comments as part
of the official public rgcord.

The primary concern of the ADBSS is the management and viability of
desert bighom shsep. Although we will address comments to the wildlife
portion of the pi#n, we &g interested in other portions because of their
bearing on bighorn sheep management.

ISSUE T + ACCESS

ADBSS supports the pm(erred alternative action of obtaining pub]ic and
administrative  access ¥ #w public lands. We feel this I1s important for
wildlife management fusctions as well as hunting.

We support om logal @CCese for those locations listed in Appendix 1
which provide access to bighomn sheep habitat.

We support the reconstruction of the Virgus Canyon Road and the East
Turkey Creek Road to provide vehicle access for desert bighorn sheep
management and hunting.

We support obtaining legal access for the Aravaipa Canyon Wilderness Trail
from the west trailhead to the west boundary of the wilderness.

132-1

|32-2|

ARIZONA DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP SOCIETY, INC.
PO. Box 5241 + Phoenix, Arizona 85010

ISSUE 2 « ACECs AND OTHER TYPES OF SPECIAL MANAGEMENT

The Gila Box ONA-ACEC, Turkey Creek Riparian ACEC, Swamp Springs Hot
Springs Watershed ACEC and Pelongillo Mountains ONA-ACECs all list
bighom sheep as one of their values. One of the management prescriptions
common to all of these is the limitation of off highway vehicie use If
limitations means closing existing roads and trails to vehicle use, we
cannot  support it.

Aravaipa Canyon and @Galiurgp Wilderness additions are recommended as
suitable for inclusion- in the National Wijlderness Preservation System.
ADBSS does not favor recommendation of or inclusion of these lands |ntg
wilderness clasificatian unless certain specific language 1s contained in
the legislation designating these areas as wilderess. The specific language
we would request relates to use of minimum tools in the forms of aircraft,
motor vehicles, and hand held power tools. This equipment 1s absolutely
essential to conduct the activities necessary in modern wildlife
management. These activites are surveys. captures, transplants, waterhole
construction and maintenance, and scientific study.  The language for both
the Interim Wilderness Guidelines and Widerness Policy leave too much
discretion to the manager to interpret use of minimum tool.

ISSUE 3 . OFF HIGHWAY VEHICLES

ADBSS is concerned about proposed closure of Oak Grove Canyon, above the
Oak Grove Canyon Corrai, for closure to off highway vehicle use We would
prefer to see the closure changed to limited use.

We support designation of bighern sheep lambing areas as "|imited” to off
highway vehicie wee from May 1 to January 31, and dosed to vehicle use
from February 1 to April 30.

We are surprised at the recommendation to inctude mountain bikes and
other forms of mechanized transportation with off highway vehicle
designations. What I1s the basis for such an inclusion? Unless resource
damage, such as soil erosion, can be attributed to mountain bikes, why
should they be restricted?
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ARIZONA DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP SOCIETY, INC.
PO. Box 5241 ¢ Phognix, Arizona 85010

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 1 + WILDLIFE HABITAT

ADBSS supports the establishment of both Desert and Rocky Mountain
bighorn sheep as priority species and their habitats as priority habitats.

Managing habitat for optimum wildlife populations based on ecological

conditions is a laudable goal. We are not sure what “optimum wildlife

populations” are. It is not defined in the glossary. We do support the

132'3 concept of managing. any wildlife species within the capabilities of the
I habitat.

ADBSS supports tra#isplanting and augmenting populations of priority
wildife ~species, sjf neg¢®ssary, to reach management objectives. Given the
recent die off o{;;bighm shiep in Aravaipa Canyon, transplants could serve
as important tobdé in.-gustaining a population which has fallen below its
potential. - T

In designating g}EC@ fll‘ Moutx wildlife species attention should be paid
to limiting off higiway ﬁ;ﬁ’lcle poe. As we commented earlier, we would
limit  vehicle use h;gﬁﬁng romdg end tails rather than close these areas
to vehicle use.

Taay

&

b4
A

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 4

ADBSS supports
weult’ not dlow surfagey 4
areas from February 1 ¥

w3

ENERGY AND MINERALS

energy and d#her leaseable minerals which
pancy in established bighorn sheep lambing
¥ 30 each year.

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment on this plan.

ellaro, Chairman
Legislation Committee
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% Bat Conservation International, Inc.

Post Office Box 162603 « Austin, Texas 78716+ 512/327-9721

May 20, 1990

Founder and Executive Director
Dr Merlin D Turic
Mr. Steve Knox

Honorary Trusten RMP Team Leader

g{“"s‘"m:of:j;:“" Bureau othand Management

Chnstine Sevens 425 E. 4R Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Baard of Trustees

Verne R. Read. Chairman Dear Mr. Knox:

John D. Mitchell, Vice Chairman
Peggy Phillips, Secretary

William A Walker. Treasurer Bat Conservation International was delighted to learn that BLM is
Veree H Alexander interested in protecting Eagle Creek Cave and the remnant population
m:})ﬁ:’:ﬁ of Tadarida brasiliensis that resides there. We are particularly
fohn W. Payne concerned about this cave because in the early 1960’s, it housed the
Asdrew H. Sansom world's largest known bat colony - approximately 30 million Mexican
:’;";::vj:m free-tailed bats. The 99.9% decline in this population in just six
Marshall T Steves. St years is one of the most severe conservation losses in modern

Dr. Merln D. Turle history. The loss exemplifies the high vulnerability of cave bat
Scientific Avisory Board. populations.

Austratia

Dr. Lestie S Hall We would like to support the BIM efforts to protect and marffge
Braztt this important cave as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern. We
Dr. tvan Sazima strongly recommend Altermative B as described in the ACEC

Canada evaluations. This would facilitate controlling access to the cave as
Dr M. Brock Fenion well as protecting other important natural and cultural resources of
Crechosiovalria Eagle Creek Canyon.

Dr Jin Gaister

Imdia We would also like to offer our assistance with BIM’s efforts to

pr e protect this cave. BCI has worked with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

e o Vilak Service and The Nature Comservancy on their cave protection efforts.
Ureted K In particular, we would like to assist with the education and

Dr Paul A. Racey management endeavors. We have found that well-designed and

Linited States informative conservation messages help gain public support, which is
Dr. Denay G. Constantine essential to the success of cave and bat protection projects.

James C. Doherty

De. Thomas H. Kun 5

D,MEWMM Again, we applaud your efforts on behalf of Eagle Creek Cave.
USSR I’'ve enclosed our recént prospectus, which may help with your

Dr Irina K. Rakhmarulina negotiations to protect the cave. Please keep us posted about your
West Germany progress and when we can be of further assistance, please do not

Dr Uwe Schmidt hesitate to contact us.

Sincerels, % ;
Gary L. Gpkham
Associat¢ Science Director

Bat Conservation International is supported by tax deduciible confribusions used for public education, research and conservation of threaiened and endangeved bais
Printed on Recycled Paper
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WILLIAM S. ATLEE
Attorney atLaw
3444 N.Country ClubRd.
Tucson, Arizona 85716
(602) 3274787

May 24, 1990

Meg Jensen

Gila Resource Manager
Bureau of Land Management

425 E, Fourth Street

Safford, Arizona 85546

RE: RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN--SOZA MESA
Dear Meg:

As | indicated in my telephone conversation, | Wa$ appointed a§ the Successor conservator of
the estate of Hope [. Jones and Letters of Conservamrship were issued to me on May 15,
1990. | am enclosing a copy of those Letters for reference purposes.

One of the assets of the conservatorship is the C-Spear Ranch. ~ As you will recall, Johnny
Lavin and | met with you and Bill Brandall at the ranch last summer to discuss the rock
house located on C-Spear Ranch property in Redfield Canyon

On Behalf of the C-Spear Ranch, we are definitely in support of a resource management plan
which would result in the retum of the Soza Mesa land to grazing land. Further, we would
be interested in being the lessee of that land when it became available to lease, or we would
also he interested in being the operator of such leased acreage.

We would appreciate it if you could take note of our interest in this land and keep us
informed as or when any progress in this matter occurs,

Sincerely,
WILLIAM S. ATLEE
WSA/pa

cc: Johnny Lavin

(5‘/

AR1ZONA SUPERIOR COURT, PtMa County

In the Matter of the

. 35825
PIEMDLAKIAE,/Conservatorship of NFJ

LETTERS AND ACCEPTANCE
HOPE I. JONES, Bk
__ GUARDIANSHIP OF AN
INCAPACITATED PERSON
_X CONSERVATORSHIP FOR
" A_PROTECTED PERSON

(yceessoc) i S
Mo X d Peraon § COUR' RO
ISSUANCE QF LETTERS
WILLIAM S. ATLEE is hereby appointed

ardian of the person of

n incapacitated person
X X conservator Of tthe estage of HOPE 1. JONES,
Ta protected person

pursuant g Court Appointment, but shall not exercise the following powers
without prior order of the Court: "N RESTRICT:S
muqx
JKWES N CORBETY

ERIORM

WITNESS : A/Lﬂ\{/ ‘S[/ /LIC?U cm@rr

SEAL Deputy Clerk

ACCEPTANCE
STATE OF ARIZONA )

)88

COUNTY OF pIMA }
30Lc €SS0
| hereby accept the dutles of, S
conservator of the estate of the ve~named

protected person, and do sol Iy swear that | WI|| perform, according to
law. such duties.

tml P /Ccmservstor

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN To before me&?)z;,_/f_/??o

Ve
B

ATTORNEY’S Name, ADDRESS, Prowg
Philip Hawley Smith SIATE OF Rticunta
Jones, Edwards, Smith & KoErofffNPL.E Pia
P. 0. Box 13326

My Commission Expires: 7%.3/ 199/

e, e oz instrument is & fufl,
85732-3326 il correet v of "’L:n""l'y'

Tucson, Arizona
(602) 747-4500

CompuTer Na, 53988
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Steve knox, RMP Team Leader
Bureay o f Land Management
Safford, A.? 85546 my 23, 1990

Dear Mr. Knox:

The Blsbee Women’'s Action Group. which Includes @ network of
approxImately 200 people. wishes to express Our fnterest in the
Bureau of Land Management!s Resource Management Plan,

We prefer Alternatlve g7 gg It shows the most protection ¢owards
and the wisest “se of the public lands.

The following Is @ list of suggestions to apply to the Issues
coverlng Alternatlve 78" or whichever alternative Is sefected,

lssu¢ I, Access: Road-access In Riparian Areas should run parallel

to stream flow and not In It. Crossings through Rfparfan Areas should

|35—l be at right angles to stream flow to prevent people from driving In
the streams. Remove these roads from Rlparlan Apreas: Virgus Canyon,
Guadalupe Canyon and left fork of Markham Creek Road.

|35 2I Issue 2, ACEC'ss All Acects should have Class | ygy desl?gnatfon.
This affords more protectfon for these gpttical areas.

135_3| lssue 3 , OHV!s: All sensitive and Riparian Apeas should be closed
Completely to OHV “se. or at least during nestlng seasons.

Issue 4. Rlparlan Areas: Establish a “buffer zone” around giparian
'35_4 Areas, NCA's and ACECTs which prohibits Anlmal pamage Control.
The use of ADC near Such apeas completely negates the protection
| Of the resources that these areas veére established to protect.

Qur group. and we bel feve the pyp) lein generat, |s outraged ot
the destructlon of our wlld! IPe caused by Apc.

135-5

135-6

(2)

Issue 4 . contlnued: We congratulate you on the removal of
IIvestock Promthe San Pedro amd encourage the same poll'cy

for these areass muleshoe, Aravaipa, Bonlta Creek, San Fran-
clsco Rlver Area, 6i1a Box. Glia River Area. Apache Box, Turkey
Creek, Guadalupe Canyon and other sfgnlficant riparlan Areas.

According to the y, 8§, Government's General Accountling Offlce
Report on Rangefand Management of June. 1988, the key factor
In restoratlon of Riparian Areas |s the removal of Ilvestock.

¥& also suggest no development of the San Pedro. An adminls-
tratfon bultding can be put In Sterra Vista, thereby drawing more
tourlsmt o Sierra Vlsta, Interpretive displays can be put jfnside
the afready exlsting bulldlng at the San Pedro, leaving the [and-
scope untampered wlth and in Its npatural beauty for future

generat lons. to enjoy.

management Concern 2, Lands and Realtys Any land exchdnges such
as trading the swisshelms, Portal Areas, or other sky Islands
should have the conslderation of the Impacts on wildlife and
thelr migratory routes gg @ priority. Only exchange these areas
with agencles who practice natural resource conservatlon manage-
ment as thelr primary ethle and concern.

mManagement Concern 6. Soil grosfons we support bull?ing the

TImber Nraw nam ON #hg San giman because it would help reluce
snil erns ion. W¥e strongly encourage removal of rlvestock from
thls area 50 that the Japd ha= achance to recover. Livestock
caouses sail erosion by compacting the earth so that It cannot
absorb water, thereby gauslng water run off and soll eroslon.

management Concern 7 . Vegetat lon: W& “rqe you not to “se chem=
feals It It |Is necessary to remove vegetatfon. It would not only
be harmful to the seoff, but could econtam!nate the water, be harm-
ful to witdt Ife and people camping or uslng such areas.

324



(3)

Management Concern 8, Waterswg approve of the Timber Drawdanm,
but hope you are alsolooklngIntoways | n which to stablllzethe
watershed. we suggest fooking Into methods of Permaculture,a
hollstlc and ecologleal approach to land management. Also, for
the areaofthe SanpPedroRlverw here youareconsldering pemoval
of the berms. w@ suggestthisnot be done until the land around
that area sustalns thlcker vegetatlon. Removal of the berms now
would result In Purthering sellerosion.

In eoncluslon, We ypyld like to emphasfze the need ggrestore
Rlparlan Areas at alfcast. Rlparian Areasare the Ilretshlood
of the western pubtlc lands. without thelr restoration, sevéré
desertificationwiiresult.

Slncerely, , //y]
Q ol 7l v
HdIthL . Mafssce

Blsbee vomen's ActfonGroup

Box 953
Blsbee, A 85603
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STEVE KNOX,

PO BOX 8
BISBEE, AZ 85603
MAY 27, 1990

RIP TEA" LEADER BLM

RE: SAPPORD DISTRICT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

doi ng.

Thank you for the great mmnagenent your agency is already
n particular, Aravaipa Canyon and the San Pedro Riparian

areas are gens,

nmanagenent

Thank you

Riparian Area.

I

and BLM deserves national recognition for

practices in these areas.

for removing cattle from the San Pedro River
ask you to insure their permanent removal.

| am aware that a conprom se was worked out on the hunting

issue. I support keeping hunters out of the entire San Pedro
Conservati on area.

I also feel strongly that ng other buildings be placed on the
San Pedro River. Let any interprative displays be placed in
present buildings or in shopping malls in Sierra Vista and
Tucson, Adninistrative buildings should be in present  buildiings
of in Sierra vista. No new ‘construction please. pyture generation
will thank you for encouraging the 'natural-"ess ! of the River.

I feel

very strongly about preserving what is left of

riparian areas in"the arid South West. 1 also feel it is time to

revegetate

serious

ar eas
cattle

Box and all

abuse

and

bring back those pjparian areas that have see”
n the past 100 years.

| also support removing all livestock from all riparian

the gSafford district. 1" particular, | support removing
rom the
conpri se Muleshoe; Turkey Creek, Bonita creek, Guadal upe canyon,
the @ila and

in
f

Sa

following riparian areas: the five drainages that

n Francisco Rivers, Eagle creek, Gila Box, Apache

riparian areas in the District.

1 believe that BLM needs to reassess the inpact that

‘multiple use'
by OVer-use,
man days.
to the severly abused conditions of the 1920s and 1930s nust be
st opped

abused
white

Not

as it

has made on our public Iands. Much land has been

is

and is in critical condition conpared to pre-
The practice of conparing the current conditions

a distortion.

all District land is fit at this time to beused for

‘multiple use'.
from continued human centered over-abuse. | reconmend that the
above mentioned

use !

adj ace!

for at

Certain sensitive District lands need protection

riparian areas be |linmited to 'non-consumptive

least thirty years.

In particular please keep cows off the District Iand
to Muleshoe Nature Conservancy Preserve.

nt

support

"on-ganme and non-consunptive values, using a

resource W thout abusing ¢r renoving it. 1| support very long
rage planning, projecting protection of our public land into the
next 500 years.

One 'use' that is just as inportant as 'consunptive use' is
' envi ronment al use' whereby systems have a chance to regenerate
without the interference of the consunptive uses of man. These
areas can also ome areas of 'educational use'.

| support alternative B of the RW.

Access: Make people wal k. Keeps roads away from riparian
areas, parallel to stream beds, not in it. Prevent vehicles from
driving in stream beds. Avoid swi tchbacks. As roads encourage
erosion. avoid roads whenever possible. Remove the Virgas Canyon
%ag, Guadal upe Canyon Road and the left fork of Markham Creek

ad,

ACECs: All ACECs nust have Class 1 yrM designation. Please
consider designating all new land aquisitions for ACEC
desi gnati on.

OHvs: Please close all ridparian areas to ggys during critcal
or sensitive times, such as during nesting season.

Ri parian Areas: Please prohibit any activity of ADC _on
District land, in particular around all ACEcs, NCAs and RiparTan
Areas, Riparian area nmnagenent nust have as the prinmary goal
protection and regeneration of habitat of T&E species.

Lands and Realty: District land "ear the Sishee area being
targeted for disposal must not be sold or traded to anyone
intending to use the land for consunptive use due to the
sensitive nawe of that land and the threat of increased erosion
to gur watershed.

The Swisshelms, Portal area and any other "sky islands’'
serving as wldlife corriders nust not te traded off for any less
valuable lands for wildlife. Any land exchanges must he carefully
assessed as to their inpacts on wildlife, especially mgration
routes and habitat.

Vegetation: No chemicals wused to suppress vegetation, ever,
for any reason.

Last, | would like to encourage the BLM to stop any
practices that are ‘'cowcentric' and to keep the bigger
ecological picture in mind. Your job is to protect the resources
of all species' children, not just humanchildren.

Please renove livestock from riparian areas.

Sincerely, M
P %

Douglas¥Pressel
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PO BOX 612 resource Wi thout abusing or removing it. T support very |ong
BISBEE, AJ 85603 range planning, projecting protection of our public land into the
MAY 22"1990 next 500 years.
' ' i i i . : )
STEVE KNOX, RMP TEAM LEADER BLW _One 'use' that is just as inportant as 'consunptive use' is
; " envi ronnent al use' whereby systems have a chance to regenerate
Re: SAFPORD DISTRCT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN wi t hout the interference of rhe consunptive uses of man. These

Thank you for the great management your a encgdls al r eady areas can also become areas of ‘'educational use'
e

doi ng. In articular, Aravaipa Canyon and “the Riparian .
aregas are gems and BLM deserves national recognition for I support alternative B of the RP.
managenent prctices in these areas. . ; .
Acces?i | Make peopl e gva:jk, Keeps roads away fron;1 r|| parfl an

areas, parallel to stream beds, not in it. Prevent vehicles from

R panlr'\qamj-\re};ou Ifgﬂyéfﬂog'lnﬁsu(ﬁ%“tlhgl Ifrgénr ntahnz-:émSapenF;?\;je{lo. A driving in stream beds. Avoid gwitchbacks,As roads encourage
erosion, avoid roads whenever possible. Renpve the Virgas canyon

Road, Guadal upe Canyon Road and the left fork of Markham Creek

| am aware that a conpromni se was worked ¢ut on the hunting Road

i ssue. I support keeping hunters out of the entire San Pedro

Conservati on area. ACECs; All ACECS nust have Class | ygrjg designation. Please

1 also feel strongly that no other buildings be placed on the consider designating all new land aquisitions for ACEC
San Pedro River. Let any interprative displays be placed in desi gnati on.
present buildings ¢r in shopping malls in Sierra Vista and . . . .
Tucson, Administrative buildings should e in present  buildiings OHVs: Please close all riparian areas to Qgys during criteal
or in Serra Vista. No new construction please. Future generation or sensitive times, such as during nesting season.
wll thank you for encouraging the ‘'natural-ness ' of the River.

Ri parian Areas: Please prohibit any activity of ADC on

| feel very strongly about preserving what is left of District land, in particular around all ACECs, NCAs and Riparian
riparian areag in the arid South Wst. I also feel it is tinme to Areas, -R' parian area management WS‘ have as the primry goal
revegetate and bring backthose riparian areas that have seen protection and regeneration of nabitat of T&E species.

serious abuse in the past 100 years. Lands and Realty: District land near the Bishee area being

1 also support removing all livestock from all riparian targeted for disposal nust not be sold or traded to anyone
areag in the gafford district. In particular, I support removing intending to use the land for consunptive use due to the

cattle from the followng riparian areas: the five drainages that sensitive nature of that land and the threat of increased erosion
comprise Muleshoe; Turkey Creek, Bonita creek, Guadal upe Canyon, to °l!|_!h ‘”‘g?“h?‘d-l P | d h i sl ands’
the @ila and San Prancisco Rivers, FEagle Creek, @Gila Box, Apache e Swi sshel ns, ortal area and any other ‘sky islands

Bx and all riparian areas in the District. serving as wldlife vﬁ?ﬁfiifdeers nust not be traded off f£or any less

valuabl'e lands for any land  exchanges NUst be carefully

| believe that BLM needs to reassess the inpact that assessed as to their inpacts on wildlife, especially migration
‘muiltiple use' has made on our public lands. Much land has been routes and habitat.
abused by over-use, and is in critical condition conpared to pre- y . heni cal d .
white mn days. The practice of conmparing the current conditions egetation:  No chemcals wused to suppress vegetation,  ever,

to the severly abused conditions of the 1920s and 1930s nust be for any reason.

stopped as it is a distortion.
PP Last, | would |ike tg encourage the BLM to Stop any
practices that are 'cowcentric' and to keep the bigger

Not all District land is fit at this time to be used for ecol ogi cal plcture in mnd. Your jobis to protect the resources

‘multiple use'. Certain sensitive District lands need protection

from continued human centered averabuse. I recommend that the of all species' children, not just humanchildren.
above mentioned riparian areas be limted to 'non-consunptive . . .
use" for at least thirty years. Please remove livestock from riparian areas.

In particular please keep cows off the District |and Sincerely,
adj acent to Muleshoe Nature Conservancy Preserve.

1 support non-gane and non-consunptive values, Uusing a Cathe' Fish
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Skeve knox
Sefford Dighnct
Burtcw of Levd Menagemet
bes ¢ St., selford Az w5546

Dear M. Yiox
Tam wotheg fo erpiess my comari guer P managrioca b
of BLM land wn Had Safford Dustowt - T seppart i
Aesppabon of Ares of Grhe! Envimarendel Gatin, «s
Suggeshel by fhe Siermn Club | Within Hhese areas caitle
Qrezimeg should o elmpimabd | stofice miming Bheald be
pahibihd RV off-med wie sheulh be benmed | amel 1n
%emz( T mprricn ades shoadd be prscwd we o
nehwel gletr .

s yeo vl brew | pipercem was hovt a M Sk Lo
lost w4t SLbh of Avizova | erod what  f azes
Tmain  ace cthieat B e pchas Coosyghmm . '17'&79-:&:10‘4
a evheel mscwree foe o sw-mdmg weldlife , @5 wnld
ey R endongnd weher Ask. T schunhe tad
Hortatin Hos eluebll 2scwny as closcnlped abovr  sheadd
e crdeded . Thenke yeu for Yoo athotun b 1R oeathm

Senecrch,,

Ve

Teff Burgess md
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142-1

5/29/%0

Martin Pokorny

390 E. Calle Arizona
Tucson, AZ 85705

Mr. Ray Brady

Director, Safford District
Bureau Of Land Management
425 E. 4th SBt.

Safford, AL 85546

Dear M. Brady,

1 am writing you this letter to express my concern for the
preparations being made in the Safford District for the reintroduction
of the Mexican Grey Wolf, and to inquire into some aspects of this
process. I wholeheartedly support the reintroduction of the wolf onio
our public Jands in general, and the Safford District in particular. The
wolf is an integral part of the ecosystem in southeastern Arizona which
has been unfortunately missing from our lands for too long. I Leiléve
that except for a few interests (e.g. ranchers), the general public
would accept bringing the wolf back onto the public lands if the facts
were made well known. Any opinions which assert seeming drawbacks to
such a ptan can be shown to be shortsightaed and misplaced if people
learn and understand the true worth of predators to the heaith of the
BLM Jands’ ecosystems. Any economic costs can |ikewise be absorbed if
people are willing to accept a healthy and not necessarily
anthropocentric management of the public lands. I myself am willing to
incur some costs to have wolves on the public lands which, although 1
spend auch time on these lands for recreational purposes, I am' probabiy
never going to see.

8a 1 ask you, what preparations is the Safford District mak ing +or
the reintroduction of the wolves? I hope that you would consider
managing the lands in a manner consistent with the reintroduction and
recovery of the Mexican Grey Wolf as soon as possible. Perhaps bedin by
removing cattle from suitable wolf habitat; an action which wouid
minimize problems encountered bstween the wol ¥ and ranchers when the
time comes. Although wolf-cattle sncounters would occdr, I am sure that
they can be minimized with good planning. Please consider meking efforls
for the purpose of bringing wolves back to the Safford District an
integral part of the Bafford District Resource Management Fian.

1 appreciate your efforts in this process, and would like you to
keep me inforped of progress in this area. Please consider my opinions,
and I how. that they do a bit in spurring you to greater action in this
effort. 1f you coauld inform me of specifics regarding your plans th this
affort, and regerding past actions or opinions, I would be grateful.

Sincerely,

143

143-|

5835 W oMt Lewotn
%ﬁa Rz 335300
1—5 , 1480
’)ﬂm\ o Do

DAL ﬁ\u Soud|eret TMP, S hops
u_n,tl COOPLNGL: L0 The rwh 4
do euttweluce the WMevwteas W
¥ neo. Couon dDuaredle s w mwc&r
Loule be o U3 MU

eleatotesal (y}) L ’\ulﬂ.uu,,
%w:awg@mﬁ

332



144

144 -|

144-2

5/3f /90
Lear A Lok, 7

\/mu}z&ﬁ«’ﬁ;&wnwm abrrt Fhu
§ 1 J%Wﬂsfnbf Tiot f bbewc phe opupacts
Ty T o et e e
4 opead 4 W Janpsonen, ?
/DCWMW Ma?z?u%?aﬂwmmm
EFIS & a wileben, f th VETA.

o wald 3 h prerive 2lf
Sabnd b s T
be 2estud ao ol Wgo, He Apariza Wwwuz(—
MWW , ard
AetBgusid a5 aced wn v He &W%zf,

%}%,/WMMML‘#M 67‘”&&074144_,
peupancs noving po well as Ma/_i{»ﬂz/
Whicles "G pre-cSiablssted Spnds and w ald
]//luw % Crtiafl Connorurwedal Coneerin Yat
%om//{cwm\d(m Kt W%d r

h‘—h—

/u/(u/ Mmfrmﬁm‘ SULLLAIIS . Thans
‘i/rndéz?owrdz%m

a

Amy E. Sctelf

7(

333



145

145-1
145-2]

145-3
145-4]
145-5

145-6

May 31,1990
Dear Mr.Knox,

Thank you for sending me a copy of the Safford District Resource
Managment Plan. After having read the plan, 1'd like to put my
two cents in. ..

Even tho the BLM prefers Plan A I still prefer Plan B but with
these tew changes:

Issue 41 A | fee]l the strongest about this issue, I"d like to
comment on it first. 1 d like to begin by congradulating you on
your excellent decision to keep livestock out of th. San Pedro
Riparian Area. | strongly encourage the BLM t o enact the same

ooeinm ¢ S Wth tha San Pedro Riparirn District for the Muleshoe,
Aravaipa, Bonita Creek, 8an Francisco River Area, (Gila Box, Gila
River Area, Apache Box, Turkey Creek, Guadalupe Canyon, and other
significant Riparian Areas in the Safford District.

Plewase consider establishing a buffer zone arocund all ACEC's,
NCA's and Riparian Areas where Apc would be prohibited.

lssue 1: Any voad access in  the Riparian Areas should run
parallel to gtream flow and not in it. All crossings through
Riparian Areas should be at right angles to stream flow hel ping
to discourage people from driving up amd down the stream bed.

Close off or avoid developing any switchback road acess in all
Riprrian Areas. Please move Virgus Canyon Rd, left fork of
Markham Creek Rd and Guadalupe Canyon roads out of Riprrian

Areas.

Issue 2: All ACEC'’s should have cl... | VRM designation. All new
land  acquisition5 should be considered for ACEC designation.

Issue 3 A1l sensitive and Riparian Areas shouldhave seasonal
closure 10 OHY's during nesting times for wildlife.

Management Concern 2.Lands and Realty: Do not trade off the
Swisshelm Mt area, Portal area adn other wsky islands serving a8
wildlife corridors for any less valuable land for wildlife.
Please carefully 248833 any land exchanges for the impacts they
would have on wildlife, especially mnigration router.

Management Concern 6. Soil Erosion: | encourage the building of
the Tinber DBraw Dam on the San Simon River ag it would greatly
reduce the goil erosion and improve Riparian habitat. REMOVE THE
LIVESTOCK FROM THIS AREA %0 th. land has . chance to recover .
the silt accumulates. As the US Bovernment’s General Accounting
Office states in their Report in Public Rangelands of June 1988-
the key factor in restoring Riparian Areas has been through the
removal of |livestock.

Mangement Concern 7. \Vegetation: | support the use of chemicals
to, vegetation control | F  ONLYthey don’t harm the soil,
contam nate the water/ground water, wildlife or humans, in other
words Organically decompose shortly after contact.

Manage..nt  concern ®, wWater: In addition to building Tinber Draw

Dam | strongly suggest the BLM look into nethods of highly
sucessful Permaculture land management. Pleas. do not remove the
berms iN the area of the San Pedro River until the area sustains

t hi cker _growth. Removing the berms could result in furthering
soil erosion at this tine

Thank You,

A %22
M«/ //z,

575003
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FRIENDS OF ARIZONA RIVERS

May 30, 1990

425 Fast 4th Street
Safford, Arizona 85546

RE: Draft Safford District RMP/EIS
Dear Steve,

My thanks to you, Meg, ard all the others who made my visit to you with Tom Cassidy
of American Rivers so informative and enjoyable, Even though we spent much time dis-
cussing the concerns that FAR has on some issues in the FMP, I wanted to emphasize
same of the points to your team in writing.

S of the plan details very well the many outstandingly remarkable features
of the Gila and San Francisco Rivers in the Gila Box, and identifies the best classi-
fication of the segments on pages 232-233. The plan finds that designation would not
have a negative impact on existing income/employment in the area, but does not consider
the possibility of increased tourism and recreation that a national Wild & Scenic River
may encourage. mtenualmpactsmmbydaxgnaumarelod(edat,and,agam,
any negative impacts from designation are not found to be significant. However, the
effects of non-designation, while not looked at in detail in the plan, seem to be sig-
nificant. The loss of an outstandingly unique riparian area in the desert southwest is
not samething to be dismissed without further consideration. Your own findings in the
plan would lead one to believe the entire Gila Box should be found suitable and rec-
commended to Congress as such.

The first three alternatives given in Appendix 5 do not seem to reflect the prior
findings of the plan. The plan should recompend the suitability of the Box on these
findings. It is the job of Congress to decide the final determination of whether a
river should be designated a Wild & Scenic River, Congress has not yet been presented
w:.ththiscpt:.mmthecilaﬂm 'ﬂielegislatimbefmeﬂmrmmtheacxdealsthh
Wilderness issues on ELM lands, and no made regarding Wild & Scenic desig-
nation, I & mot feel that the Safford Dist:ictﬂsm:ldmmnbablllty
based on your concerns of possible dual designation, but find the area suitable, as it
obviously is, and let Congress decide if further protection is warranted,

FAR feels that the plan should also consider the suitability of Bonita Creek, the
San Pedro River, Turkey Creek, ardAtavai[aCnedcwhidiwcmld all meet the eligibility
detenn:l.natim. while we understand your questions the benefit of dual designation
in some areas, we feel that the added protection a W&S designation would give may be
needed and should be Ssweeasre® in these cases.

Please feel free to contact me for clarificartion or additional comments regarding
the suitability of any of these streams.
Sincerely,

e N

. . Gail A. Peters
1915 West Hazetwood Pkwy Phoenix, Arizona 85015 (602) 242-8478
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Dos Cabezas Route, Box 6309
Willcox, A.. 85643

June 1, 1990
Mr. Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th street

Safford, Az. 85546
Re: braft Safford District Resource Management Plan 3
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Steve:

The BILM has an opportunity within this District to provide
protection to areas which are unique with natural and cultural
features. The identification of these areas by the BLM are
designated as ACEC, NCR, NRHP, ONA, RNA and USA Units. 1 have

visited many of these areas and have indeed foupd them to he
excetionalj each for respective reasons. I hesitate to single
out and name individual areas and therefore recommend all Of

these areas as a group to be protected with an extended buffer
as indicated in Alternate B.

Several Show signs of $8VEI@ grazing, especially in the riparian
areas. It is absolutely essential that these units are provided

protectlon_ Limited access to many areas should also be maintained.

1 would also Ilike to see an extended regional approach to include
MOT® drainage for units such agATravaipa Canyon Wilderness, Bonita
Creek and (ila Box, Muleshoe “Ranch coordinated Resource Area,
Peloncillo Mins. and Guadalupe Canyon.

Some additional concerns also include more protection around

nesting birds such as Black and Lone-tailed Hawks. Campers
should not be allowed to camp W thin the close proximity of
nests during the breeding season”. Also, the discharge of WE&pONS

1n these areas should be

1 might al so suggest the the eradication of exotic tamarisk in
several areas such as Aravaipa Canyon, Hell Hole, etc. should
be done before a foothold is secured.

I also encourage the additions of all the proposed wilderness
areas including the Peloncillo Mtns.

Sincerely,

Dan Fischer
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1208 N. Swan Rd.
Tucson, AZ. 85712
June 2, 1990

Steve @,E ¥ P Team Leader
Bureau andManagement

425 E. 4th Street
Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Rnox:

W are amateur ornithologists and photographers who travel
into remote areas with our 4-yheel drive vehicle.

We recently canped at Tule Spring near Landsman Canp in the
Aravaipa area and were delighted with the abundant birdlife
there.

We were disappointed however to find that this beautiful
prinmtive area is used to graze cattle. The signs of their
presence detracted from the natural beauty of the area.

W are witing to ask that your Resource Management Plan
eliminate cattle grazing in frule Spring and other riparian

areass which should really be inhabited only by indigenous animals
and birds.

Thanks for your consideration of our ideas.

Yours truly.

Tilaggiitr Mo

Mary’ Jean Hage
Clive A. Green
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503 E. Medlock Drive
Phoeni x, Arizona 85012

June 3, 1990

Steven Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Managenent
425 E. 4th street

Safford, Arizona 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

| offer the following coments on the Safford District Resource
Management Plan.

RIPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT

| was pleased by the attention that the riparian issue received in
the EMP. A long term plan for control of grazing in riparian areas
is needed. Also, the District should develop long term plans for
reintroduction of riparian species (flora and fauna) to achieve a
diversity and restoration of what used to be. The tamarisk problem
is very ‘serious in certain areas. I hope that the District wll be
an active participant in whatever national effort there is to
control and elimnate tamarisk. The 12-peint management oObjectives
described in the draft RMp are an excellent start for riparian
managenent . Riparian designations should be maximized in the final
RMP,

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER

BELOW COOLIDGE DAM

The Gila River bel ow Coolidge pam certainly is an outstandingly

remarkable ~ segnent. The features include a dense riparian zone
wWth nesquite bosques, stands of cottonwood and willow that choke
the river, and a = dazzling array of desert-dwelling birds. Ot her
wildlife are found in the corridor as well. Tamarisk is relatively

scarce in post sSegments. Recreational use of the water (rafting,
kayaking and trbing) is limted because of the density of the

vegetation, and the 'swift and numbingly cold water, even in the
sunmmer . I recomend that hoating be allowed below Christmas, but
discouraged because of the natural hazards. Navi gati on requires

excellent equipwent, good water reading skills, and a lot of luck
to avoid fhe disasters associated wth the numerous “strainers."

| have not visited Segments §2 or #3, which are quite remdte and,
| hear, unnavigable because of the density of vegetation.

Segment #4 is worthy of a Scenic classification. The shoreline is
largely undeveloped: the road and trail system i S not developed.
and is very limited. Furthernore, no road crosses the rive; in
this  segnent.

The vegetation should not be altered {e.q., cut back) to
accormodat e recreational users, as this would destroy some of the
very reasons the river is unique. (I advocate this even though I
am an avid kayaker.)

I have a nore fundamental concern about considering this "Below
Danf portion for W&SR designation. The W&SR Act requires free-
floning as a prerequisite. The flow here is "quasi-free-flow' from
the ephemeral contributions of the numerous side canyons, the
intermittent flows of the San Pedro River,, and the releases from
the Dam The only truly free-flowing portion remaining on any of
the Gila River is above the Dam through the Gila Box .(see below).
Fortunately, the releases from the Damhave generally enhanced the
riparian values of the "Below Dan" segnents, at |east as far as
Winkelman.

| recommend Segnents #2 and #5 for Recreational classification,
Segnent 3 for Wld classification, and Segnent #4 for Scenic
classification. T am not sure about any classification for Segment
#1, given its proxinity to the Dam

THE GILA BOX

Having rafted and hiked the Gila Box and environs many times, I can
verify the accurate and fairness of the descriptions of the river
values (pages 232-233). As the draft RMP indicates, there are a
nunber DP outstandingly remarkable values along the €ila Box

The classification deterninations (pages 233-234) are accurate and
fair. River study Segment X4 also contains a small, fascinating
set of reddish, ancient pictographs, the only set 1 have seen in
the Gila Box, or in all of western Arizona.

The economic considerations (page 234) should nention that national

Wld and Scenic River designation may increase tourism Segnent #5
(San Francisco River) is located relatively close to town and will

be easily accessible by wvehicle. This will be beneficial to the
Cifton econony to a small degree and it wll allow larger nunmbers

of people to appreciate this conponent of the national WId and
Scenic River system

The description of resources appears accurate, that is, most of the

2
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current uses would continue unaffected. However, | would not
consi der uncontrolled, motorized, vehicular traffic within the
riparian zone an appropriate use of a W&SR.

The effect of non designation (page 235) accurately describes the
degradation to riparian values that wll occur without WId and
Scenic  River desi gnati on.

The five segnments and their classifications, as described on pages
235-236, are well thought out and appropriate. That is:

Seament_# W&SR  classification
segment 1 - scenic

segment 2 - Wlid

segment 3 - scenic

segment 4 - Wlid

segment 5 - Recreational .

The classification of Segnent 5 as Recreational is weak, but
acceptable, as long as BLM exercises reasonable control of vehicles
to mninize riparian inpact. The thrust here should be not to
totally exclude vehicles, but rather to nmaintain and enhance the
very qualities that the local population and others come to see,
experience, share, and  enjoy. 1 would hope the BIM and Clifton
would work together to mmintain the natural attraction of Segnent
5.

The Gila Box deserves nore protection than just an adninistrative,
"ACEC" designation. The Box contains the |last, free-flow ng,
damfree segnents of the Gilassan Francisco Rivers in Arizona. It
is clearly worthy and deserving of a WId and Scenic River
suitability recommendation by the BIM. Such rivers are what the
WIld and Scenic River Act is all about!

The Safford District RMP should recomend all five segments of the
Gila Box for WId and Scenic River designation. The classification
of the five segments, as proposed in the draft RMP, should be
recommended to  Congress.

OTHER AREAS

The RMP shoul d study some of the smaller creeks and "ashes for
their eligibility and suitability in the WIld and Scenic River
system At a nininum the RMP should acknow edge (on page 231) that
other areas my be suitable/eligible but were not considered in the
RMP. This wll allow the public to propose additions, wthout BIM
saying that other creeks will be considered only during a RMP

3
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eval uati on. This is the concept | am proposing: “Public
nomnations for wgsR Wil be considered on their own nerits 1t the
District if they are proposed in the period between planning
cycles.”

The reason for this is that the public and legislative effort for
W&SR designation of Arizona rivers and creeks wll extend past the
deadline for this RMP document. Also, changes in the environnment
(due to mny factors, natural and man-nede) may favor eligibility
of various segments, and we would not want to loose an opportunity
for wasmr protection if it presents itself and the BLM deens such an
interim managenent as  appropriate.

OTHER COMMENTS

I tried to find a list of District's lands that are ungrazed. |
consider it reasonable to have a certain portion of the District's
lands available for the public to see what the land might look Iike
without the inpact of cattle. Could such a list be added to the
final document?  Could such lands be integrated into the riparian
areas, so that entire ecosystens of relatively “natural |ooking"
land can be experienced?

I was not familiar with the areas considered for ACEC but not
designated (page 202).

I liked the mmnagement objectives for priority species and habitats
as described in %Ippendi x 6. To acconplish ‘these objectives would
dempnstrate  the strict's strong commitment to conservation and

st ewar dshi p. | reconmend Alternative B for this issue because it
offers the nost benefits on this issue.

The “road" into @Gjllard Hot Springs in Sections 26 and 27 of the
Gila Box W&sR should be removed from the map and instead shown as
a foot trail.

The index of the =grMp should show the page number (v) for
" Abbreviations."

Thank you for reviewing these comments concerning the draft RMP.
Sincerely,

Timotly J- 25eQ

Timothy J. Flood
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BUCK KITCHEYAN
‘Crairrnen

THE SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE

P.0. BoxO
San Carigs, Arizona 86650
(802) 475-2361

Mr. Ray Brady, Disnict Manager
United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Safford Disnict Office

425 E. 4th Street

Safford. Arizona 85546

Dear Mr. Brady:

Let me take this opportunity on behalf of the San Carlos Apache Tribe to extend
my appreciation to your staff for the presentations they provided on the Safford Disuict
Resource Management Plan (draft) at the Tribal Council meeting of May 8.1990, and at
the March 22.1990, Natural Resource Committee Meeting. These presentations were of
interest to the Trite and assisted us in preparing our response to theRMP. | would also
like to commend the planning team for pmparinga very presentable and readable
document.

| have enclosed for inclusion into the formal comment record a summary of issues
in the plan that are of concern to the San Carlos Apache Tribe.

Again, my sincere thanksfor the interest that your office has shown in discussing
the planning issues that affect the San Carlos Apache Tribe. If you wish to discuss these
issues please fee] free 1o contact me or Vice-Chairman Ronald Edwards ar our office) at
475.2361 or contact gur Natural Resource Planning staff at 475.2329.

Sincerely,

Buck Kitcheyan {

TRIBAL CHAIRMAN

SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE

RONALD EDWARDS
View Crugemen

BUCK KITCHEYAN.
‘Craemen
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THE SAN CARLPC‘))SMSAPACHE TRIBE

San Cavios, ANZONa oo
1602) 475-2351

Vica Crarmen

ISSUES, CONCERNS. AND PROPOSED ACTIONS IDENTIFIED IN THE SAFFORD
DISTRICT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN THAT AFFECT THE MEMBERS
AND RESOURCES OF THE SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE

After thorough review of the Safford Disnict Resource Management Plan (draft) by the
Tribal Staff, severalissues concern me as they have a negative impact on the Tribe and
its members. Other proposed actions within the plan may offer opportunity to the Tribe
and the Bureau of Land Management for improved resource management through
increased coordination and cooperation.

I. ISSUES OF LAND STATUS

The issue of greatest concern to the San Carlos Apache Tribe is the failure to discuss
within the RMP the incorrect land status of the tryst lands that ate currently identificd as
pubh'c domain Iands under the management of the Gila Resource Area. This issue is very
clearly afederal trustissue asit concerns lands that are within thecorpus of the trust.

The San Carlos Apache Tribe must take the position that this ¢ancern should be

identified as a "Planning Issue” within the RMP because of its controversial  nature and
significance to the Tribe. Furthermore, | believe a format should be developed withinthe
preferred alternative which would prioritize and specify the steps to  be taken to resolve
this matter. All lands identified in the Executive Orders of 1871 and 1872 as Tribal lands
should be recognizedas tryst/ands and returnedto the Tribe for the benefit of its

members, unlessit canbe proven that these lands have been legally withdrawn from the
reservation. The burden of determining the correct land status falls upon the federal
government and particularly upon the Bureau of Land Management Baged upon the
precedent established in the 1831 Marshall decision (Cherokee Nation vs. Georgia) and
supported in subsequent federal court cases, if a treaty (or executive order)issueis
doubt gy is unclear then the decision will be made in favor of the Tribe.

An associated land status issue is theinaccurate Safford Disuict maps contained in the
plan. The maps depict lands thatare currently managed by the Tribe as beinga  partof
the Coronado National Forest. These maps arg in direct conflict with Department of
Interior Secretarial Order which rerurned the tand to the Tribe. This action was later
supported by a U.S. Solicitor's memorandum (1981)‘. As you should he aware. Tribal
legal codes and ordinances are currently enforced on these lands. By releasing inaccurate
maps to the public you will add to our enforcement problems and  create unnecessary

1. Memorandum from acting U.S. Associate Solicitor 1o U.S. Solicitor dated May 22, 1981.

AONALD EDWARDS
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bitter feelings with our neighbors. The San Carlos/Coronado Forest land status issue
appears to be close to resolution, your next release of district maps should accurately
reflect the reservation land stas.

IL CONCERNS OVER ACCESS AND ADJACENT LAND ACTIONS

Areas of lesser within the prop ives, but still important, are those
issues which; T)encompass public mssomo the reservation, of 2) involve adjacent
land actions. Two proposed rights-of-way, Goodwin Wash and Black Rock Wash Roads,
will be inconsistent With established Tribal policy a5 they cross portions of the
reservation which have been closed to non-Tribal members. It should be pointed out that
the second and third criteria in the Alternative Selection Criteria, page 16 of the RMP,
state that "consistency with federal, state and |ocal plans and compatibility with adjacent
land uses™ will be used to evaluate alternatives. Additionally, the RMP fails to point gut
that non-members crossing the reservation on the Safford-Morenci trail and on Ranch
Road arc required to obtain a permit under our curreat policy.

I have several concemms about the adjacency issues whichneed to be resolved before they
could be supported by the Tribe. One problem which must be anticipated is that of
trespass by unauthorized who stray off thepmposedn ts—ofwa orad]acenl
nails onto closed lands. gumlaﬂ : ing, poaching, & y
acﬁviﬁwwiﬂalsobeapmblemonTnbdlandbypeople usmgthcroadsmtml.
Increased prevention and enfor cement efforts resulting from these actionswill add to the
cost of MesOUItE management ot the reservation. The National Wild and Scenic River
proposals and the proposed Gila Crest Trail would have a similar impact on the Tribe as
both actions would be adjacent to reservation lands which are closed t0 non-members.

| believe that these issues could be resolved through coordination and cooperation.
Additionally. these actions may offer opportunities for the Tribe to develop similar
proposals o the reservation complimentary to the adjacent BLM actions. One possible
action by the Tribe is the designation of the lower Gila River as a ‘Tribal Wii and
Scenic River.” mirroring 3 federal designation. Other possibilities are trail Systems
developed within the reservation adjoining the proposed BLM Gila Crest Trail and/or the
Safford-Morenci Trail.

Il CONCERNS ON THE MANAGEMENT OF THE LOWER GILA RIVER AND
WILDAND SCENICRIVERPROPOSAL
Contrary to a statement in the RMP, the San Carlos Apache Tribe is very interested in the
management of the lower Gila River. At this time the Tribe is pursuing a new access
route below Coohdge Damtopmvnde recreational opportunities for its members. We are
also i d in g the p ial for a developed fee recreation area, entirely
within Segment 1, as identified in the RMP. Below this segment, it would be difficult for
cither the BLM or the Tribe to manage the lower Gila as a "Wild and Scenic River"
without the full participation of the other party, as the practical management of a river
cannot be divided down the middle of the stream course. A Memorandum of
Understanding should be p d on this issue. The National Wild and Scenic River
proposal as identified under Alternative B could be preferred by the Tribe, if, after further
cvaluation, no detrimental impacts arise. This proposal could precede or could follow

152-5
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Tribal action dzsigmu’ng this area as a "Tribat Wild and Scenic River" gr Smilar
designation. One issue involved in this evaluation would be that of water rights and the
establishment of a minimum  instream flow for the lower Gila River (if this wergto be a
part of the Wild and Scenic River proposal). Although the Tribe r ecognizes the benefits
of 2 minimum instream flow level on the Lower Gila, the impact that this would have on
a minimum pool\n the San Carlos Reservoir would have to  be examined.

IV.CONCERNSFORETHNOGRAF'HICAND ETHNOHISTORYPROGRAM
OBJECTIVES

An imponamissuelhal has been raised at Natural Resource Committee meetingsis the
need for the Safford District office to conduct ethnogmphjcal researchand to document
the cthnohistory pertaining to the cultural uses of the Safford District by members of the
San Carlos Apache Trite. Under Management Concern 5 » Cultural Resources, several
laws are referred to which providefor the protection of traditional life-way values. A
program objective. however, was not listed which would guide the program in meeting
these obligations. Program objectives should be developed in this area. The members of
the San Carlos Apache Tribe represent @ uniquepublic thatshould e recognized, and
their traditional uses provided for, when developing and making management decision on
the Safford District. Ethnographical studies will assist your office in making these
decisions.

V.ISSUEOFABORIGINAL HUNTINGANDGATHERIN GRIGHTS

A final issue that must be raised in this letter is that of the aboriginal hunting and
gathering rights of the San Carlos Apache Tribe pp all public Jands within the pre-
reservation Apache territory, as these rights were never explicitly taken away under the
Treaty of 1852, or under any subsequent federa] action. As a lead player in wildlife

habitat management ompublic lands, the BLM should be aware that the San Carlos
Apache Tribe has not abrogated theserights.

| feel confidentthat if we work together these issues canbe resolved gothe satisfaction of
all parties involved and to the fulfillment of the federal trust responsibility

Sincerely,

— R~

Buck Kitcheyan

TRIBAL CHAIRMAN

SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE
JUNE 1, 1990

xc: Mr. Wilson Barbez, Phoenix Area Director, BIA
Mr. Allen Anspach, Superintendent, San Carios Agency, BIA
Mr. Lynn Engdahl, Acting Arizoaa State Director, BLM
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United States Forest Coronado N %E West. Congress
: ulhlt of Service ?7, AL BBT0
—.Ag:_lc re_"_____m for the Land and Serving People
Reply To: 1950

Date: June 2. 199

Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street
Safford, Arizona 85546

RE: Your draft Safford District Resource Management Plan and
Envirormental |npact Statement.

Dear M. Knox:

The Coronado National Forest has reviewed the BLM Safford District
Resource Management Pl an and Draft Envirormentel |npact Statenent, as
requested in a letter from your office, dated January 1990.

Vi appreciate the opportunity to comment on your Resource Management
Plan/EIS, Overall, the Plan/EIS reflects a thoughtful and thoroush
assessnent of the "myltiple use" and "sustained yield" philosophies
inherent in your management policies. This Plan/EIS will help insure
the fair management of public |and.

V¢ have the following comments regarding this Plan/EIS.
Issue 1 = Access

In Chapter 2. pages 23-24. the Plan identifies reconstruetion Of the
Jackson Cabin mad, What standard will the BIM portion of the
reconstrycted road meet? The Forest segment is on a very steep prade
and a safety hazard for vehicle travel. The standard, of the
reconstrueted BIM s could affect what direction the Forest will
need to take on the forest sepment in order to be compatible with the
BM portion. Another option would be to close the Forest segment and
build trailhead facilities on BIM [and (this would be our preferred
option). Wth the upgrading of the road, close coordination between
the two agencies Wi || be reguired to protect resource val ues.

Caring for the Land and Serving People
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Issue 2 = ACECs and Qther Types of Special Management

The designation of ACECs is a step in the right direction in the
recognition of inportant historic: cultural. scenic and natural
values.

The Turkey (Creek ACEC is the home to one of the highest densities of
common bl ack-hawks in Arizona. This is another mysiyen to this ACEC
Perhaps this could be added to Table p_1, Note that %I ack- havwk 15
hyphenated and that this correction should be made 1p Table 22 and ¢n
pages 30 and 50, and wherever the common black-hawk appears in the
document.,

Eagle Creek Bat Cave ACEC is a maternity colony cave for the Mexican
free-tailed bat. The existing pate. even if seasonally |ocked, can

easily be clinbed. and therefore is not adequate to menage the cave.
Perhaps a seasonal pate closure. with a design sinmlar ¢ the one at
the Cave of the Bells. Santa Rita Mountains, could be examiped.

Issue 2 o OFf-hi&nway Vehicles

Eagle Creek is a nesting area for Peregrine falcons. OHy use. and the
subsequent noise. in this creek could be a mgjor disturbance to the
nesting of Peregrine falcons. & suggest BIM examine the option of
seasonal closure of Eaple Creek to OHV "se.

Issue 4 = Riparian Areas

Page 29, #3, "Develop a ripariap inventory system.m Doesn't the BLM .
have a nationally devel oped inventory system called "Coordinat ed
Riparian Area Menagement - course 17?[7 2 1en?

Page 135 = "Riparian/Aquatic Habitat - Tn Arizona. 60 percent of
wildlife and fish species are dependent upon riparian and aguatic
habi tats." Aren't 100 percent of the fish species dependent upon an
apvatic habitat? This sentence should be rewitten.

Management Concern 1 = Wldlife Habitat

Aternative B is a more favorable alternative for wildlife. however.
Aternative A (the preferred alternative) is an acceptabl e bal anced
approach  to  management of all  resources.

The obj ectives and actions. of this section. seem |ike reasonable ways
to manage the resource.  However, they do not spell Qut how these
actions will be accomplished. WII more specific direction and further
environmenta] anal yses take place before decisions are inplenmented?
WI|l mitigating measures be devel oped prior to implementing the

Preferred Alternative?

Caring for the Land and Serving Peopie
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On page 31 numbers 11, and 12. are good actions, DUl seem 1O imply that
this is the only wildlife input into livestock allotment management
plans (AMPs). There Shoul d be an action that calls for wildlife input
in AMPs for ALL priority species and their habitat.

On page 135 priority species with non-specific habitats are described.
These species include Peregrine falcon and several bat species. These
species do have Specific breeding sites and feeding areas. The
document eventual [y discusses those specific requirements Within the
non-specific section. The next Section discusses priority species with
speci fic habitats. ~ This section includes mule deer, white-tailed deer.
and black bear. These Species may have specific habitats but they
aren't ary more specific that Peregrine falcon or bat habitats.

Perhaps the BLM should just discuss priority Species and their papitats
and not try to separate them into these groups

Throughout this docunent individual species are discussed. However.
quai | and doves are |unped (except for Montezuma Quail). Why this
distinction? Why should Scaled Quail and Gambel's Quail be lumped?
Stick to individual species andtheir own habitat requirements.

In Appendix 6, page 248 = Pronghorn Antelope, mstrategic® 1s
i sspel | ed

Gould's turkey, is this species a candidate for reintroduction? If so
where?

Wul d prescribed fire poliey on Forest conflict with BIM management
goals? O ose coordinatjon i's needed.

Management concern 2 = Lands and Realty

Throughout the document BIM lands are referred to as public rands.
National Forest Service lands are also public lands. Perhaps this
distinction should be made clearer, b}/» explaining the leral origin in
federal legislation of the term "public l'ands". " BIM manaped public
lands Should be identified as such

Forest managed public |ands and BLM managed public lands often are
adjacent to each other with intermingled private and state adnminister&
lands within the BLM portion, Acaquiring private and/or state
adninistered lands within the BLM boundary has many benefits.
Watersheds and environnental corridors could be managed With the same
resource objectives and menagement goals. |f management goals for
adj acent public lands are in conflict, then many benefits woul d be
lost. If the BIM acquires land in the Bass Canyon area east of
Muleshoe Ranch Sod extends the managenent goal of preservation to that
area, conflicts in management between the agencies coul d devel op. The
Forest menaged public |ands in that area are managed for erasing
cattle. Water. in that area, is managed foruse by cattle and
wildlife, which my be in conflict with BLM's instream flow goals of f
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the  Forest. Closer coordination between agencies would be required in
order to manage adjacent lands in a harmonious fashion.

Management Concern 3 = Qutdoor Recreation and Visual Resource
Management .

Page 34 « This is the first that the coronado National Forest has heard
of the Galiuro/Aravaipa/Senta Teresa Trail. We cannot find Soy
additional information on this project within the BLM-Plan/EIS. IS
this the arizona Trail? The concept of having an extended trail is
good, however, close coordination Wi |l be needed because the majority
of this trail System would be on Forest and within wilderness areas.
Inpacts on wilderness resources, USEr capacities. utilization of tne
existing Forest trail System trail Standards, staffing, and funding.
will all need to be addressed before implementation. There would be a
heavi er impact on the Forest to inplenent than on the ELM

Management concern 5 = Cultyral Resources

The preferred alternative (A)has the advantase Of presenting a bal ance
between area and resource use and protection. Effort is broadly
distributed; attention is givento a wider rapge of priorities or
planned actions than in the other alternatives. These gua)ities muke
this alternative attractive to a wider range of interest groups.

However, it Seems that many of the actions and priorities of the
various alternatives could be inplenented by eondueting an intensive
archaeolopical Site inventory as considered in Alternative D.
Alternatives A and B advocate a study of vandalismbut this niaht best
be accomplished as part of an intensive archaeological survey
(Stratified or judremental) where the inpacts of damage could be
evalua ed in the context of the array of sites in the area. the
uniqueness of the resource, and the quality or value of that portion of
the resource that has not been disturbed. Areas with substential
evidence of vandalismcould be surveyed first in order to be able to
assess the deeree of damare.

Money to be allocated for promoting and developing Predictive model s
(Alternatives A Sod ¢) could be Spent on inventories and on reporting
the results of broad Scale inventories that could be used more
effectively to "predict" Site locations in the future. So little is
known about so mueh of the district that it may be premature to attempt
to devel op predictive models.

In Alternatives A and C. rock art seems to receive a sigher priority
status than other types of cultural respurces by virtue of having a
research design specifically targeted at jt, Again, rock art stydies
could pe carried out in conjunction with an intensive archaeol ogi cal
survey and therefore woyld not require a seperate research desipn.
Al'so, volunteers and researchers conduveting rock art Studies and
recording in the district could be reguired to subnit a research
design. Col |l ectively these research designs could be used to |essen the
cost to BLM of preparing or revising a general research desipn.

Caring for the Land and Serving People
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) } There al so seems to be a heavy enphasis on historic cultural resources
and information. Chviously, historical resources are inportant. yet
there is also a Substantial pap in data for the prehistoric and
rotohistoric Peripds in the Safford District area that can only be
illed with i ntensive inventory. Huge areas are virtuall Y unknown
while the resources are Continually being vandalized. | do encourage
the BIM to conduct ethnographic studies while still possible. putting
considerable effort into interviews and so on before jnformants die.
Perhaps the ELM could enlist the help of local colleges armavol unt eers

|53 - 20 1n this effort. Students at Cochise College have numerous contacts with

local residents and can pain access to people, information, and lard
| that ELM (federal) employees cannot,

Alternative A promotes but does not fund scientific research as
Alternative C does. Gven the increasing interest in southeastern
Arizona by individuals conducting their own research eradually larger
tracts of |and would be surveyed and sites recorded if even small
amounts of funding were made available. Funding to individuals
conducting research would go along ny toward filling out the site
inventory. For exanple, small amounts of funding would encourage
researchers to peeopd Sites other than those of jmmediate concern to
their research and to report the results of their work.

The difference in emphasis on priorities between Alternatives A and C
lead the Forest to support Alternative A sinply because of the
immediate need to curb adverse inpacts to sites. Yet. apain | enphasis
that knowing where sites are and the relative scientific value of these
sites (Alternative D) ny ultimately prove more fruitful in the
longrun. Cultural resources cap only be protected if their locations
are known.

General Comment

There are copies of teRMP/EIS tht have blark pages - pages 160, 161.
164, and 165. These bl ank pages shoul d have addressed the
environmental consequences of implementing specific actions proposed in
each alternative.

Sircerely.
James R, Abbott /
orest Supervisor
@ Caring for the Land snd Serving People
FS-8200-28(7-82)
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‘) PERMANENT  ABANDONMERNT OF THE UiR6uS CANYoN ROAD, T Do NIT
SUPPRT RE-CRENING . F 1T D RE-OFGRED | How Wil T AFFsCT
WILDLIFE + Soutube 7 How E==T 0oUud suct AN ACTON B CONSIS To T
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MORE  IMPDETAST (ssUES . How) CAN yau fermiT  ConTinUED
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4)  geuery OBIECTOES FOR AL ENDANGERED, HREATENED +
CANDIDATE ~ SPECES OLURRING 03 Bl LANDS

5) RECOVEIZY  (BIECTIVES FOR -THE MEXICAN WL,

4) QESSATION 0F GRAZING 1N ALL ACECS.
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St n M. Williams
457e5ph%brth 17th  Avenue

Phoeni x. Arizona 85015
June 5. 1990

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Teem Leader )
Safford District Ofice
Bureau of Land Management
425 Fourth Street
Safford, Arizona 05546

Ret Safford District Draft Resource Management Plan

and Environnental Inpact  Statenent
Dear Mr. Knox:

The Safford District Is to be commended for Its work
on the above referenced docunent. It Is more easily under-

stood than the Arizona Strip Draft RMP and EIS due to the
sinpler  format.

| would like to offer ny coments for each Issue
and nmenagement goneern, Please  Include ny coments as
part of “the official public record.

ISSUE 1 = ACCESS

o | support the preferred alternative. This is a
critical Issue and needs the District's utnost attention.

I SSUE 2 . ACECs

The Gila Box, Swanp Springs-Hot Springs and Pelon-
cillo Mountains ACECs all include bighorn sheep as & value
Although not listed as having a_ bighom sheep value the
Turkey Creek Riparian ACEC provides the access to highorn
sheep” range In the north end of hunt wunit 32. The manage-
ment  prescription for all these ACECs Is limiting OV use.
The draft RMP does not define what limited OQHV use Is. |If
it neans limiting vehicular traffic to existing roads and
trails | c¢an support it. If it neans something more res-
trictive spell it out.

_ Two alternatives recommend varyin? acres to Congress
as suitable forinclusion In the National WIderness Res-
ervation System for Aravaipa Canzon and Galiurg Mountains.
Two alternatives mke no Suitability recomendation. | do
not feel _acreage should be recommended to Congress for
wilderness "additions “in either the Aravaipa Canyon or
Galiuro Mountain areas.

ISSUE 3 = OFF HIGHWAY VEHICLES
| support the closure of highorn sheep lanbing areas

155-2

Page 2

from February 1 to April 30 and liniting OHV use to exist-
ing roads and trails In those areas the remminder of the
year.
ISSUE 4 « RIPARIAN AREAS

Al but one of the alternatives addresses building

Tinber Draw Dam on the San Sinon River. | strongly support
this effort and urge It be done as quickly as possible to
keep COStS down. | further archaeologiel values should not

interfere with this project, but should certainly be con-
8idered and nitigated as nmuch as possible.

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 1 . WLDLIFE HABITAT

| support the establishnent of both Rocky Muntain
and desert bighorn sheeﬁ as priority species and their
habitats as prlontﬁ/ abitats. .

.| support the transplanting and augnentation of
priority wildlife species. ) )

. "Cptimum wildlife populations” are not defined If
actions @are Inplenented to manage habitat for optinum wild-
life populations how will you know when you have arrived at
the optinum population? Wwo. op what agency. will make the
det erminati on? . . .

| do support getions Wwhich will nmanage wildlife
Eopul ations within the carrying capacity of the habitat
ased upon ecological  conditions.

MANAGEMENT CONCERN2 - LANDS AND REALTY
| support the preferred alternative.
MANAGEMENT CONCERN 3 = QUTDOOR RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT
| support the preferred alternative.

MANAGEMENT OONCERN4 . ENERGY AND MINERALS

. | support the |easing of,eneré;g and other |easahle
nnerals subject to conditions which not allow surface
occupancy In established bighorn sheep lanbing™ areas from
February” 1 to April 30 each year.

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 5 « CULTURAL RESOURCES
| support the preferred alternative.

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 6 - SOL ERGSION

pport the preferred alternative. especially the
of

| sy
construction Tinber Draw Dam (see coments under 1ssue
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MANAGEMENT CONCERN 7 = VEGETATION

| support the preferred alternative.
MANAGEMENT CONCERNS s WATER RESOURCES

| support the preferred alternative.

MANAGEMENT CONGERN 9 - AR QUALITY
|  support the preferred alternative.

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 10 = PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
| support the preferred alternative.

Thank you for the opportunity to coment on this
guide the

document and help management Of public Zand in
the sSafford District.

Sinnaraly.

Y, LA

Stephen M. WIliam
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RINCONGROUP
Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader June 4, 1990
Safford District Office
Bureau of Land
425 E. Fourth Street

Safford, Arizona 85546
Regarding Safford District RMP/EIS Analysis and Comments
DearMr. Knox:

Enclosed are the official Grand Canyon Chapter Sierra Club comments Of the RMP/EIS for
the BLM Safford District. Please enter these comments into the public record.

Several authors participated in this analysis: Ken Rait (grazing, riparian areas, wolf re-

introduction), Jennifer Hall and David Mount (npanan areas, OHV's, mining, endangered

plants and animals). Edward McCain (ACEC', management priorities), Sheila Deag

(@, parian areas), Diane Breier (ripatian areas), Ianny Nichols (grazing), Sarah Fox (bats),
@l Hartman (archaeological resources).

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to participate in public lands management and
planning. We look forward to your considered responses to our concerns and hope to be
able to work with you in the funme toward sound management of our public land
Tesources.

Sincerely, B
loms B nuasa
Diane Breier,
Public Lards Subcommittee Chair, Grand Canyon Chapter, Sierra Club
2221 East Hawthorne Street
Tucson Arizona 85719

Printed on 100% Recycled Paper

Comments on Safford District Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement
by the Grand Canyon Chapter of tbe Sierra Club

The Grand Canyon Chaylcr of the Slma Club appmcmes is opportunity to comment
on the Bureau of Land M Plan for the Safford Area.
Below we have indicated those feam of the plan which we strongly support. We have
also mzde mcommcndanons whlch we behcve would improve the plan and provide for

more bal d and of the 1.4 million acres involved.
These comments include our support for the preservations of riparian areas and our

recc that | k grazing impacts be given a greater emphasis in the RMP.
We appreciate your consideration of these and hope that they will be helpful.

As ameans of introduction, we represent the Sierra Club Chapter for the State of
Arizona. we are strictly a volunteer organization, a of concerned individuals who
care deeply about our public lands. Our co- ma rzalization that these lands
pmwdevl resources and recreational oppofmmu&sforow&alemd our Nation and
a fear that,without careful management, these lands way cease to yield these benefits.
ultimate hope is that all public lands can be managed ina sustainable fashion 5o that future
generations will also be able to reap their benefits.

Commendable Features of the Plan

The BLM is to be complemented in in selection of riparian areas for Areaso Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) and for_ recognizing that riparian -must be given
priority consideration for management. The plan shouldbe commended for the oHowmg
important features: (1) themanagement plans for riparian areas take into accountthe
ecological values of these areas, (2) the large number of ACECsS (34 ACEC nominations)
indicates the sincere interestof the BLM in protecting ecologically critical areas, (3)
management of lands as natural ecosystems is considered as amoption (e.g., USe of tire to
assist in re-vegetation), (4) protection of ¢certain threatened and endangeredplant speciesis
considered (e.g. the Arizonahedgehog cactus, Table 3-3, p. 146.). and (5) sensitivity to
archaeological sites is demonstrated in Alternative A..

Recommendations and Concerns
We would like to make the following recommendations:

1. That grazing be included as an issue in this RMP,

2. mat management goals and ecological standards as they apply to these goals be
clarified,

3. That the priorities of management goals, including budgetary commitments, be
specified,

4. That reintroduction of wolves be included as anissue, and

5. That the BLM take a more active role in educating the public. ranchers and
miners on appropriate uses of BLM lands.

We will also make recommendations on the following issues and management
concerns;

1. Access

2 ACECsand other types of special management
3. Off-highway vehicles

4, Riparian areas
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5. Mining activities L
6. Culwral resources/archaeological sites

~

. Wildlife protection
8. Pesticides and herbicides

Livestock Grazing Impacts

The purposeful exclusion of Grazing as anissue in creating thiscomprehensive
management plan dealsa crippling blow to its chances for success. The number oné
human-related negative impacton thisareais grazing, especially in riparian areas.

Although the detrimental effects of livestock grazing have been well documented, these
impacts are not widely recognized by thC gencral public. This lack of awarenessmay be
due to the following facts:

1. Much of the damage occurred before most non-ranchers arrived in the West.

2. There are few ungrazed areas remaining to allow comparisons to the vast areas
that have been grazed. .

3. Because 0f the omnipresence 0f annoying livestock containment devices, such as
barbed-wire fences, cattle guards, and gates, most recreational users accept these
inconveniences as part of the landscape. i ‘

4. Unbiased, accuratcinformation regarding grazing has not been widely
disseminated to the public. ) o
5. Because people perceive grazing as teking place far “ out there,” they believe its
effects to notimpact’ their lives.

Indeed, most people don't realize that much of the West was formerly rich ands (with
abundant and diverse wildlife) that have been reduced to abiological "desertDy more than
100 years of livestock grazing.

We are therefore asking the BLM to include livestock grazing as an Issue and to add a
historical discussion of the full rangeof environmental impacts cawed by livestock grazing
in addition tothe impactsof themanagement plans proposed in thisRMP, By including
this important background information, the public will'have amuch bemer foundation upon
which to make informed choices. Please include in this discussion the following impacts
summarized below.

1. The removal of vegetative cover in turn causes severe erosion, reduces the soil's
ability to retain water, reduces forage for native grazers such as deer, elk, antelope.
and has eliminated many speciesof indigenous flora from our public lands.

2. The trampling of s0ils, banks and riparian vegetation allows fertile soils
and lush riparian|and to be washed away during flooding.

3. The destruction of streambeds and the resulting increase in water temperature has
killed off focal fish and other aquatic animals. R

4. The water quality in the riparian areas has been degraded by manure, urine and
dead Jivestock.

5. The systematic removal of native herbivores which competewith livestock for
fm':i%eehasimpacled the Jocal ecology.

6. decimation, extirpation a extinction of almost all indigenous species of large
mammals, especially , including black bear, fox, wolf,"bobcat. elk,
pronghorn and bighorn sheep has had profound implicationsS e other animal
populations.
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In addition, there are many side effects caused by grazing and livestock management
which are anuisance to recreational visitors. These annoyances include the necessity of
constantly opening and closing gates, the presenceof odorous COw manure in recreation
areas, the” enormous number of flies which breedin manure, the mosquitoes with breed in
mud holes created by cattle, the lack of clean water to use while camping. and the general
degradation of scenic aress.

Grazing and NEPA

Under section 1502.1 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), it is stated
that "(an EIS) shall p-wide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts’.
Under the same section, it is also stated that *agencies shall focus on significant
environmental issues” and under section 1502.2(b), "impacts shall be discussed in
proportion {g their significance™. We believe that the impactsof grazing upon the
environment areindeed profound and must be fully considered in response to these
sections of NEPA.The agency’s failure to consider grazingas a significant impactin the
Draft RMP/EIS may bein violation of NEPA. Therefg _vye;ecommendut.}lcﬂnhe
RMPJEIS fully consider the impacts of g Upon [g: Dismct's water, genous
wildlife (including Wi@mberdnuogd% pursuant to the Endangered Species Act), and
indigenous flora.

Inaddition, wenote that section 1502.9(c)(ii) in the NEPA reads, *(agencies shall
supplements to either draft or final EISs if) there are significant new circumstances

or Information relevant to environmental concems and bcann%‘?g action qf its
impacts”. The designation of new wildemess and ACECs.within the ord district
necessitates reconsideration of the impacts of grazing upon these arcas, The 1978 EIS
completed by the District on the impacts of grazing is now antiquated in light of these new
designations. We applaud the Bureau for its spirit and intentin designating these ACECs
and Want to assure that the impacts of significant yges upon these sensitive-arc fully
considered so that the resource isbest protected. Consequently, we ask that the BLM
gcsgond to section 1502.9(c) of thc NEPA, which saysthat “if a draft staiement isso
inadequate as o t?lteeclude mcamn§ful analysis, the agency shall prepare and circulate a
revised draft of the appropriateaction”.

. Grazi

]{Tﬁ wt rwonunilﬁthal grazing be reduced in biologically sensitive areas. Asin
past s from the B. grazing remains the highest priority use under the concept of
“multiple use”. This pricrity is often at the expense of other uses (g.g., recreation) and of
long-term preservation of the ecological health of these areas. Consequently, we fegl that
livestock grazing mugt be drastically reduced on public lands and suggest as a first step the
removal of Iivestocku;m al| proposed riparian ACECs. W e further recommnd that all
allotments be in AMPrswhich must be strictly enforced (the RMPindicates that only 41%
of il:sgllomwms are under AMP's [é)age 139{). Livestock shsguld excluded from ACEC
watersheds a5 s00n as possible. and any policy on grazing should give a high priority to
protection of watersheds in critical areas (such as AravaipaCanyon). Maintenance of
nnial stream flow upon the condition of the watershed grasslands and can be

rastically affected by ¢vergrazing. Additional allotments in these areas should bc retired to
provide forage and adequate habitat for the reintroduction of native herbivores and
predators. Wild life habitat and low impact recreation are,in our opinion, the preferred and
most beneficial use of these lands.

Second, we recommend that grazing in all designated areas bc closely monitored to
prevent abuse. A reasonable objective should be to leave 40% of the grassesinagiven
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area after grazing. Only if this standard is met should the cattle allotment be allowed at the
maximum, WC stmngly urge that momlnnn bea h|gb momy and not dependent simply
On available funding. There is g deli: ﬁszmg,hunun g, and

mammmgapmybasefmmnvepxedam chain of negative impacts
bothonfunnzgxazmgandonnanveplamsandammals

Third, we request ﬂlatmemndaxdsbywhmhmmgmpaasmjudgedbespeaﬁed.
The BLM plan three c: for grazing (page 139): I
Maintain, and Custodial. mmgtonsmgnedtoeachmzegoryno(spemﬁmuymnﬁd.
In addition, the definition of cach of these three categorics is not given. We recommend
that the standards on which these terms are based be defined and that the management plans
of specific areas be more clearly presented.

‘We will make more specific comments on grazing in riparian areas such as Aravaipa
and the San Pedro later in this response.

Management Goals and Ecological Standards

A difficulty in interpreting the goals of this RMP is understanding the standards on
which achievement of these goals will be hased. MMMEespecmuy significant in
assessing the RMP's goals for managing grazing and riparian arcas. we have” mentioned
above the need o clarify the werms "Tmprove, Maintain, custodial” W|th mspecttograzmg
management (page 139). In addition, on page 29. the BLM is directed to maintain riparian
areas so that they are in good or better ecological condition by 1997. What is meant by
"good or better™? What yardstick will be used to judge the relative health of a given area?

s the BLM have an ecological benchmark by which to compare the status of riparian,
grassland, montane, upland, désert. orany other ecosystem? How would these standards
aﬂ'em BIM managemem? ‘What gre the specific objectives involved? We would very much

a response 1o this jssye, since our interpretation of these standards may
ﬁ'om thoscot the BLM and other persons commenting on the RMP.

We strongly recommend that the "vardstick” chosen should include natyral and
aesthetic values and should reflect conditions which allow long-term. sustainable
maintenance of each ific habitat. In orderfor the term “improve” to be meaningful | it
is first necessary to state the BLM's ultimate goal for the greq’s ecological status in terms of
plant and animal” species, soil conditions, water purity and airquality.

Prioritization and Budget8 as an Issue

The assumption that BLM will have e%uau resources (0 fully carry out alternativesA,
B or C,orany other alternative plan,avoid critical issue of budget constraints. |n
order to meet the stated criterion (page 15, "Each alternative will be reasonable and
attainable’), fiscal considerations must be addressed.

We request that the BLM prioritize issues and management concerns to be addressed.
This prioritization should include disclosure of specific budget figures for the various
Alternatives, as well as other BLM management areas, including EIS's for The San Pedro
R1panan Nauonal Consavauon Arca (NCA), Upper Gila-S2n Simon Grazing
(BLM 1978), Eastern Arizona Grazing Environmental
Impm Stztemcm (BLM 1986), and San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and

! Impact (BLM 1989).
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Incd.3 wgeta realisticpicture of priorities, an analysis of the past

expenditre: smmeseamascompamdwnh present and projected budgetsshouldbedone

Itisrealistic to expecta RMP to clearly define which budget areas will get top consideration

if a vcnaltanauve isnot fully funded. We request such information as part of a full
fEIS for the Safford District.

Below, we state our: dations for defining the Safford District résource
management prionities:

1. Reservation of an ian ecosystems should be the highest priority. Dueto the
rarity and fragility of these life-sustaining areas, they ate the most valuable but are
the most under pressure for usage. Preservation should entail phasing out of
grazing and protecting entire watersheds, not just streamCcourses,

2. Grassland ecosystems should be given next priority. Every effort should be
made to move all BLM grasslands in the direction of nanural soecies diversity and
long -term ecological health, 5o that these areas can be sustamed for the next 100-
200 years. Thisgoal should include preservation of the gE
?eml Turtle Mountain, Table Mountain RNA ACEC, Desert
ands R C-Sombrero Butte. The natural quality of these areas should
be protected (e.g.. by fencing to exclude . |n addition, disturbed and
overgrazed grasslands should be brought back 16 a sustainable. healthy state. The
ining relatively undisturbed grassiands should providea benchmark by which
to judge the health of areas now under pressure from g. Grasslands that
provide habitat for species that are threatened by human™ activities, including
grazing, should be protected (e.g., by fencing tie area to exclude grazing).

3. A third priority should be the identification and preservation of gtherareas which
presently have suffered ve:ylm[chuman impact Wherever possible. these areas
should receive special status’ (Wilderness,Wild and Scenic Riven. WSA. ACEC)to
assist in thejr preservation.

Reintroduction of Wolves

There are at least six potential Mexican Grey wolf reintroduction and recovery sitesin
the Safford District which we believe should receive special management consideration.
The aregsidentified by the Arizona Game and Fish 1mmJuIy1986Polen|a\
Wolf Reintroduction Area analysis include the Gila Mountains, Galiuro Mountains / Sulfur
Springs Valley, Chiricahua Mountains | Peloncillo Mountains | San BemadinoValley,
Atascosa Mountains, and Hupachuca Mountains | San Rafael Valley. Although many of
these areas are managed by the Forest Service, the BLM shouldplay a vital rolein
managing its lands contiguous to these areas and along potential migration corridors
between wolf habitat areds. Wolf reintroduction and recovery is a vital facet of restoring
southeastern Arizona's ecological balance.

We would like tp see the BLM participate in minimizing livestock conflicts with wolf
mnu-oducuon we believe this can only be achieved by removing cattle from areas of

tial conflict. WemanmendMCmIebemmvedfmmmasconugu to wolf
remtroducnonsnes and from areas that were historic wol.fnmwaysbe ween up\and wolf
habitats. We strongly urge the BLM to managcnspme juniper,and oak-grassland
expanses above feet'in a manner consistent with the of successfal wolf
reintroduction and to cooperate with otherfederal agencies in carryingout this vital
mission.
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Public  Eductioo

Much of thepast problems on BLM lands have resulted from private individuals and
ranchers Who are unaware of the impact of their mis-behavior of the lands they use of
enjoy. Therefore, we ‘dmtheBLMglveahnghpuomytoeducanng

the public about the valug eandmmommeof maintaining thesc lands in a natural and
sustainable State. Only when the pubhc actively participates in the preservation of these
lands will any 0 plan We are aware that the BLM has already

begun some education projects (eg the visitor jnformation center on the San Pedro).
nese ypes of centers should be encouraged and their Drogmmscxpanded. |n addition,
the BLM ghould take an active role in educating on €<
ranching practices. The Empire Ranch md:ePhoenmdlsmoftthLMpmwdesonc
example of an area that has full hing with [ong-term protection of
lands and riparian habi This area could be used as a model for management in the
Safford district and the management techniques learned could be passed on to local
ranchers, Finally, BLM should also help educate myiners in safe mining techniques, such
as containment procedures 1o prevent fieavy metal leaching from mine tailings.

Access

We strongly recommend that any new roads should not closcly parallel riparian areas.
Roads already constructed may require stabilization or closing, if they fit this criterion.
Roads and traffic create the potential for erosion which may contaminate streams and
accentate flood damage. In addition, the mpactofroadsandtbcresnﬂmmhumanusc in
other sensitive areas should be d. For le, access into watershed
areas should be controlled and monitored to prevent abuse. Where the BLM is not able to
adequately monitor road use, those roads should be closed.

In other back-countryamas WC recomnmend that few, if any new primitive roads be
opened to minimize impact on mnnalenvmmtandﬂmonlyahmtednmnberof
existing roads in an ared be made available. Roads that are |eft open shwid not pass
through any biologically sensitive area and should not be within a'sieep temain. | steep
areas, there IS a serious problem with erosion, when drivers contmually try new fOUES.
Thereis also the problem of personal mm'yamié)osslblﬂ\ablllly o the BLM. Roadswith
these problems should bc permanently c{osed and so marked,

With regard to specific roads, we oppose apening Virgus Canyon Road and East
Turkey Creek Road (page 24) in the Aravaipa area, since there are already adequate roads
in this region and mmcmeasedvehlclemd human yse would not'be consistent with a
goal of watershed conservation. In particular, East 'l\n:kgr Creek Road, if opened, would
allow driving right ugmthc Turkey Creek Riparian ACEC It would then be difficult to
control inappropriatehuman * se of h\s area and mpmmmchabnaswnhm the ACEC.

Inaddition, weoppose opening the Wood Ranch Road (see Appendix 1: Locations of
Acqmsmon of Legal Access #29.p, 183.) Openmg dns mad would alow people to drive

Eh the €Xisting Nature Conscrvancy ath & nesting black
hawk site and pear an extremely imporial riparian habﬂa 'f'hxs road would dlow awes
to meuppcrtablehndsrcglmandpolem\al abuses in this region,such as poaching of the
big horn sheep and other animals, would be very difficult to control.

The Muleshoe Pipeline Road (p. 183. #37) should px be open to the public because it
cuts across Bass Canyon. an important riparian habitat and because adequate accessto the
same area is already provided by the Jackson Cabin Road.
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ACE !
and Other Types of Special Management

cnt passage of the Arizona Wildemness Bill, there arc three areas
(Javclma Peak Tunle Mo\mmn and Day Mine) that were considered for wilderness

gmuonhythe Bumuwmchate notdue to receive any spccul tion under ACEC
designation Wilderness Study Areas gXSAs)an‘. desi qnated b emlland management
agenciesfor lands which have ecological Kaeoloe:calvalucsand
provide unique opportunities for primitive and unco! ty'pesol recreation.Webelieve
that these three areas should be considered for management under ACEC designation to
protect those values which allowed them to be considered for wilderness status.

da:elhelS 853 acTe Javelina Peak WSA for ACEC designation to rotect its
esertscrub and semi-desert By not designating an ACEC for this
umquc are, the BLM would missthe ity to protect these communities. (n
addition, significant archacological are found in the area’s two known fossil
resource sites including fossilized remains of hones, camels, and tapirs. Among the
threatened and endangered species present ate the peregrinefalcon and the nightblooming
cereus. We believe this designation should mcludcaban on all off-highway vehicle “sein
the aforementioned acreage in opderto protect the area’s unique sand dune formations and
badlands. Since fossils have bee” found in the badlands, any OHV u$¢ couldhave an
adverse impact on undiscovered sites.

We also nominate the 17,422 acre Turtle Mountain WSA for ACEC designation due to

the failure of Coneress to include this unique area in the nation's ilderngss system. -
Rocky cliffs and spires near the eastern boundary provide good habitat ormp(urs,

including the endéngered peregrine falcon and*falt”* cagle. RockvMounf—n bl&eolwsheeu
are also present in this area. The ACEC designation for this area must
evergreen woadland, interior chaparral, semidesert grassland, and npamn deciduous forest
from the deleterious Impacts of increased grazing use. No new water sources or livestock
trails should be built as these constructions would €ncourage cattle “ se of the upland%
thereby resulting in wildlife conflicts. According to the BLM, the cumulative impact of
emstmg livestock facilities comes close to degrading the naturalness of the area. In addition
to reducing cattle NUMbers in the area, the ACEC dcggnauon should prohibit the use of
OHV's to maintain the recreational value for hikers and preserve the historic Safford-
Morenci Trail. Finally, all mining activities should be banned within the 17,422 acre area.

we also pominate the 21,641 acre Day Mine anea for ACEC designation. The biotic
communities represented include Great Basin conifer woodland, evergreen
woodland, interior chaparral, semidesert grassiand. Sonorandesertscrub, and riparian
deciduous forest. Common black hawks and zone-tailed hawks have been nesting in the
area. Populations of black bear, white-tailed deer, javelina, mountain|ion. montezuma
quail, and scaled quail also cxist here, Non-designation would severely impact the scenic
and natural areaand could resultin lossesof valuable archaeological sites. Such pses as
wood-cutting, mining and OHV “se should bebanned in the area to preserveits important
qualities.

Two RNA/ACECs Spring and Black Rock) (page 27) should retain their RNA
status, eve” though they 41¢ designated to become wilderness 3reas, Otherwise, these
a:msmaynotrwclvethespeaalmanagcmmnheyneed_

Desent Grassiands RNA should be broken down as separate entities because each
has umque propemm and requires a unique management plan.
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Wild and Scenic Riwsmi -

‘We recommend that the Gila Box and San F Rwerbc‘ d suitable for Wild
and Scenic River designation. We make this h d NCA
dmgnauwdmnm potecuonfmmOHVusca'fmmthcposuhhtyof

adequate
dam construction upstream from this beautiful recreation area.
Off-highway Vehicles

th fact th designed to travel of existing roadways, are
_OHVs, by e fact that they were desigr e ougdc oxatly oppose OV e
onBLMlandsasaspomﬂusacuwtyshoﬂdbcacnvclymmcwdtocmnm These
areas should be marked and monitored. Other areas should not allow OHV use and should
be posted accordingly.

Asstated.OHVuscoftheBLM]andsshouldbeallowedonarestm:mdbas:sonlyand
must be ad We that specific-use areas be set aside
fonhnspwpose,nearpopulanoncwtas,andtha«ﬂmemsbeweﬂmarkedfor
identification purposes. In particular, the boundaries of such areas and of areas not open
OHVuseshmxldbeclcady indicated. These areas should be monitored to prevent abuse,
and, if ing ible due to bud, ints, these areas should be
closed. OHVuseshouldno!beallowedmbmk-counu'yamaswhcremomtamgxsmt
feasible.

In designating an area for OHV use, consideration should be given 1o the following
issues. First, OHV use should be prohibited in riparian areas and in the watersheds of
these areas to avoid erosion and damage to riparian plant communities. Second, OHV use
should be prohibited from steep hillsides where erosion might become a serious problem.
Thm‘l,OHV‘sshmldbebannedﬁwmarmswhxchammapbmedmggmundsforbxrdsor

or well-established plant Ap I choice for an OHV area might
be an area which has already had i ns bmlogwul value decreased due to mining,
development, or previous OHV u:

Riparian Areas

‘We are gratified that the RMP emphasizes the importance of riparian areas. On page
128 of the RMP, the rare and unique habitats of these areas are noted , and the reduction in
both their size and number is meationed. However, the plan fails to emphasize that the few
remaining riparian areas are actually relicts, tiny of and wild
life habitats ﬂmtenswdmcﬁmnahmdmdym ago. With extensive overgrazing,
ground water pumping, and stream channelization, the remaining riparian areas are now a
small fragment of southeastern Arizona's faunal and floral history. The rarity of these
habitats becomes even more striking when it is noted that that several different types of
riparian areas arc represented: montane streams, desert streams, intermittent streams and
dry washes. This diversity is important because it renders each site that much more of a
relict environment.

Armsnpananamsahngmdlﬂ)emdanguedandthtmmuedspeaaﬂmthcy
support are the of picces representing a considerably more
vastamgethmenstedbefmhlmnmcmachmt. As such, they must be treated with
care and respect. We strongly urge that the BLM shift its emphasis from satisfying human
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ive uses (i k and mineral production) to one of preserving more lasting
valuuofhm.lthy ystems, includi ion, soil, water and air.

We would like to recommend that BLM use long-term stability of the riparian
ecosystem as a basis for management. Included in this goal should be native species
dwasny(bmhplamandammal) water quality (sufficient to sustain these species), and

watershed ion. The recent loss of both diversity and total numbers among
populations such as desert fish accentuates the need to preserve riparian areas and their
associated flora and fauna. The goal of ecological health should take precedence over other
priorities, such as grazing, mining, or recreational uses. Protection of waterways will also
ensure the chance to reintroduce native populations that have largely been decimated.

Because past misuse has caused the destruction of most riparian areas, it is of the
utmost importance that the few remaining arcas be preserved and protected. We strongly
urge that the BLM strive to preserve 100% of its fiparian arcas (rather than the 75% stated
on page 29). Even with the 100% goal, fewer acres will actually be preserved due o
resource uses beyond the BLM's control, such as ground water pumping on private land
and invasion of non-native fish species.

In addition to prvscrvauon of the npanan areas themselves, we also strongly urge
preservation of the sur d areas. W d preservation is critical for
avoiding excess flooding, emswn and contamination of water quality. For instance, on
page 129 it is mentioned that state and federal surface water quality standards are
occasionally violated during intense, long-duration storms. If the upper watershed has a
healthy ground cover, with few roads, the effect of high intensity storms on the sediment
load of riparian areas would be minimized.

Riari Catile Grazi

We urge the long range goal of g all cattle from riparian areas.
Weapplaudthereoemeffm!sofdchLMmmd\wegmmgm somme riparian areas through
methods such as rotation, fencing,and providing alternative sources of water. However,
we find that the RMP does rot clearly state which fiparian areas currently receive protection
from cattle grazing and which are planned for restoration. We request that these objectives
be made available for public cormment.

The BLM's stated interest in restoring riparian areas cannot be achieved as long as
grazing is allowed to continue in these ecologically itive regions. C ly, we
urge that cattle befmoedoutofallnpananmswlﬂnnﬂumsmctmallow for restoration
of wildlife habitat in conformance with the multiple use precepts of the Federal Lands
Policy Management Act. (FLPMA).

Cattle enclosures would produce the following benefits: reduce peak water
temperatures, provide more food and cover for fish speues. increase water retention and
flows on reduce bank erosion and loss of productive
bottomlands, reduce stream sedimentation and improve fish habitat, reduce fecal coliform
bacteria and nutrient loading due to fecal matter in the streambed, and provide critical
habxmfonndxgenous wildlife. The assertion that fencing would restrict movement of

wildlife is er asfcncsmbedmgnedthamllowfmpassageufaubut
domestic ungulates. (Camp Creek, Oregon provides good le of ility by
indigenous species).
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The RMP proposes {0 restore riparian areas by direcingfunding onlyto ‘reasonably
recoverable” areas. The Sierra Club believes that budgetary constraints are not an
impediment to Smply requiring cattlernen to build enclosures to lessen their impacts upon
riparian greas. Therefore, it is our d: hat the BLM implement its prerogative
to direct funds to those " msonablyrestorab\e“ riparian areas as planned and amendthe
dmftRMP/EISmxequneenclosmsothataﬂnpmnamswnhmthcmsmctamgwen

the opportunity to recover from grazing hpmswms This action would best demonstrate the
District’s commitment to restoration of these regionaily significant public FesOUrces.

e,

Because We View the preservation Of riparian areas as urgent, we favor Alternative B
over AltcmanveA although even Alternative B provides inadequate prolection. A clear
advantage of Alt.cma.uveB isits larger designation of ACEC acres that include riparian
areas. Specific reasons forour supportof AlternativeB are indicated below:

We support the larger ACEC designation forth Bonita Creek area in Alternative B.

In the Gila Box, we ?on the additional upstream acres recommended for ACEC
status in Altemative B ang he restriction of OHV's from the canyon bottom. We also
recommendthat,lfthe}xoposedNCAformeGﬂaBoxlspassed.theu end of the
10t be dropped from protecti n of the GilaRiver above the old” Safford
Cll ton Road should be retained asanACE for recreational riparian, scenic, and fishery
values. This action would protect an additional threeto four mll% of river. The Iower San
Franciscoriver should also'be retained as an ACEC,if the NCA passes.  This a
deserves special protection as it complements the values of the NCA, incl uding
archaeological field sites

In the Turkey Creek area, we support the additional ACEC protection that would be
provided in the Amvaxpawatcxshed by Alternative B. Aravaipa Creek is one of the most
outstanding remaining examples of desertfish diversity. Itis the onlyareain southern
Arizona WiIgre seven native tish coexist, some of which arealready endangered or
threatened The prescription 0f "no livestock after expirationof current lease” is also
essential for preserving the Aravaipa watershed

Similarly, the M '.L Ranch i d:
A provides poor protection.

d species; the ACEC of Alternative

‘While we recognize that the Dry Spring a,[eals proposed for RNA designation, we feel
that inadequate protection of this area is even by AltemativeB. AU the
aln:manvcs ignore the stretches of riparian areas noted by numbers 4, 16,17, 18 and 19 on
map 3

Finally, the 1,767 acres granted by Alternative A to Guadalupe Canyon is undersized.
We recommend the 6,984 acres of protected area provided for inAlternativeB.

Rigat Jssue Obioctives.

ThcRMPisvagucconmmgmanagememofnpmanmsthatmnmmcludeAunhc
ACEC:S. It provides broad ob; é:smves or the issue0f ripanan areas,but these objectives
are precisely the same for the first three alternatives (see Issue 4« Riparian Areas, page 29).
Therefore, it isdifficult for the public to provide what we hope are helpful and useful
commenls. Nevertheless. we would like gomake the following responses conceming these
objectives.
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As stated above, we strongly recommend that the major objective (to maintain of
improve 75% of the riparian areas) be expanded ty include 100% of these areas.

The objectlvetomventorv riparian areas s commendable( #3) We encourage BLM to
pay special attention mmulauonswhmh may have become stressed by overgrazing, the
presence of roads and ic, OF mining activity.

The monitoring plan and tiling for instream flow rights of opjectives 65 and #6 are also
essential. but shou% [d not be implemented in lieu of discontinuing grazing.

We wish to €x| strong opposition to abjective #7 (to “continue to develop grazin
systems”). Glazing g:;scsms in riparian areas should on]ybg modified 1n the dlrect\pon of 8
phasing outpenmtsas they expire. Theonly way to "manage |ivestock Usefor the
improvement 0f riparian areas” isto eliminate catle and sheep at least from the immediate
area of a streamcorse and preferable from the sum)lmdmg acres of the watershed. During
the wransition period, streamcourses should he fenced t0 av0id direct fecal contamination as
wellas the caving in of banks and bottom disturbance caused by trampling. Overhanging
banks provide stability to stream courses as wellas cover for several desert fish, including
the endangered Gila topminnow. Fish that are bottom feeders require a stable stream
botlt:)m AS the number of cows are reduced, those remaining could bewatered at stock
tanks.

We support the ban on firewood cutting (#3).

The removal of non-native vegetation (#9)should only proceedwiththe ytmost
caution, |fatal| to preserve stream stability.

Objective #1 states that "mpmsemauve relict riparian areas’ must be maintained and
monit of‘ed to provide a baseline for ~future management decisions.” Although these areas
g;e nof speci \ed we sug?es t that al] riparian areas are nOW representative relicts as exisung

ologic-al gng historical literarure clearly describes. We encourage the BLM to - monitor
their condition and provide protection from grazing, OHV use. mining and mad erosion.

San Pedro River Riparian Arce.

We strongly support the recent creation of the San Pedro River Riparian NCA. Due to
the area’svery sensitive natureand history of fromover-grazing. we urge that ample
opportunity be given for thisareato recover its ecological health. Any plan for thisarea
should emphasize: ation of the ecosystem. research and preservation of
archaeological sites, and low-impact visitation. Plans to develop this area as major tourist
ceater should be reconsidered, Any human-oriented development should be limited to the
northernmost areas of the NCA, allowing the southem areas to be available for use as

wildlife corridors, especially for species migrating in from Mexico, smch as jaguars, ocelots
and Mexican wolves.

On page 18, the RMPnotes that the San Pedro River Management Plan
prohibits grazing for thelife of the NCA plan, andyet management of the 6,521-acre area
included in this RMP is not given the same pmtecuon We believe thatallowmggmzng as

of the management of this area of the sur riparian
gaaxt:itat and thus undercuts efforts to preserve and the San Pedro River Rlpanan
area. The 6,521-acre aea involved should be graited the sme protection a the rest of the
San Pedro River Riparian NCA. Itisnot possible to protect riparian valuesin thisNCA if
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grazing continues, due to the effects of non-point source pollution from this area into the
San Pedro River. These effects must be included in an assessment of riparian values.

Twrkey Creek and Aravaipa Areas
We gly urge that plans for the Turkey Creek and Aravaipa Creek
oonsctvawnofthmnpamnhablmsasrhel'nghestpnmty Included in

areas emphasize
this priority should be adequate protection of the watersheds which support these areas. In
particalar, we make the following recommendations.

First, (on p. 190, 5. Alternatives Considered) we urge that the maximum areas possible
be designated as ACECs.

Secund, that grazmg, hunting, mining, and recreation in the upper watershed areas be
asthe major objective. Grazing, in particular, should
be mm:mmd and preferably phased out.

Third, we are opposed to opening certain roads in these areas (see discussion above
under Access). Specifically, we opposc opening Virgus Canyon Road, East Turkey Creek
Road, and Wood Ranch Road.

Mining  Activities

While the RMP clearly states the BLM's policy “i foster and encourage” mining
activities (page 20. Management Concem 4). it fails to mention the extreme hazards which
result from inadequately controlledmining. Recent studies have shown that mine tailings
are a potential  SOUICE of toxic heavy m;mlsé fead, zinc, cadmium) which can
contaminate waterways and ground warcr adversely aftecting plant andanimal
communities as well 35 human popul s. Lead, for exampl ca,ncausemevemble
mental retardation in humans This paw i d of mining
activity can no longer be based solely on consideration of its porcnnal benefits

The seriousnessof water contamination by mining hasonly been documentedfora
short time. Consequently, we feel that it is now essential to n-evaluate any policy on
mining. As indicated under the section on grazing, the National Environmental Policy Act
requires that significant epvironmental impacts be discussed in any EIS, especially if new
information becomes available. In light of these new ﬁndmzs gn the hazardous side effects
of mining. these impacts should be addressed in this RMP,

Insalsounponannonotcmatdlcmmmlpotenna]mtheSaﬁm-lesmmslow.
Copper ore, for example, is of poor quality compared to otherpartsof the world.
Recycling €opper is now hecoming cheaper than mining. Consequently, we fee! that
sswf activities on BLM lands should have to be extensively justified before permits are

It should be clear that the benefits outweigh the nsks and that the risk of heavy
metal leaching will be minimized by the use of appropriate containment techniques.

Because of recent disclosurgs about the dangers of unregulated mining, we strongly
urgethe BLM to take a much more active role in regulating this industry. In particular,y ¢
make the following recommendatiions:

1.To best prevent leaching of heavy metals into waterways, no mines should be

allowed near steamcourses or in arcas which serve as watersheds for riparian areas.

Even mines in quite remote areas must be re-assessed, since leaching during
flooding is still a potential hazard.
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2.No mining should be allowed in ACEC's to best the biological
communities in these areas, This restriction should be absolute. and it should not
be possible to allow exceptions by administrative discretion.

3. AU active mines on BLM lands should be required to demonstrate that that their
tailings are not a source of heavy metal contamination of either nearby watercourses
0f groundwater.

4. Applications for iewmines or for opening old ones should be required to
include plans for preventing heavy metal leaching.

5. The BLM should tekean active role in regulating existing mines and in
monitoring potential leaching of metals from these mines.

6.The BLM should take amactive rolein cleaning up sites of closed or abandoned
mines to avoid metal leaching.

7.The BLM should also determine Whether heavy meta] contamination from mines
on private Of otherpublic Jands might be contaminatingBLM lands and,if so,
shouldapplypvessureto prevent fyiyre abuse.

While not trying to prevent mining on BLM lands, we feel that recent evidence as to the
threats posed to human health by this activity requires a reassessment of the BLM's policy
to “encourage” mining. Instead,the BLM should save a meore regulatory role and should
guarantee that mining is adequalely controlled.

Cultural  Resources/Archaeological  Sites

we believe that cultural resource management should also be an important goal Of the
BLM. Cultural resources should be managed not only for information potential and
conservation but for public values g well. Improved public understanding should Jead to
more public appreciation Of history and prehistory and should help the publicC realize
severe environmental consequences of human activities. Although alternatives AR and C
are all quite similar,since Alternative A places moFe emphasison public understanding, itis
the Preferred Alternative onthis 1ssuclrom ourpoint of view.

We pamm]arlyapp\aud plans to develop an cducauonal depicting the
geological, cultural and wildlife values 0f Aravaipa Creek (Action 15, page 38) and the
proposalfor interpretive USE of the Turkey Creek cliff dwelling, the CCC Base Camp War
the Safford Airport and selected properties along Bonita Creek. (Action16,page 38).
support plansto conduct archival research in the Dos Cabezas historical mining area
(Action 10,page 38) and toidentify historic trails (Action 11,page 38). althoughthese
plans (Action 10 jn particular) may bemote mmnsumglhanls apparent and thus may
not be implementable within the scope of this RMP.

We are especially pleased to see, in both Altemnatives A and B, the toehm{wm' i
livestock grazing onchresAlannsme(AcumA page 37). ASIS\E/@Tknowm 1vestock
grazing oOharchaeological sites seriously disturbs the surfaceintegrity of bothartifacts and
features and should be discontinued w] possible. We recommend that livestock

grazing be eliminated from other importantsites with heavy concentrations of surface
artifacts or features.
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Finally, we have questions about 3 additional action items. First, we are uncertain as
to the goal of revising the Safford District Rock Art Cultural Resource Management Plan
(Action 6, page 37). To what extent has the original Rock Art Plan been implemented?
Rather than revising the Plan, staff time might be more fruitfulty speat on continued
inventory, rescarch, and preservation of known rock art sites. Second, we question the

ppropri of plans to "develop a regional h design” (Action 12, page 38).
Should not the real goal be the development of criteria or guidelines or the measurement of
scientific and public values rather than the creation of a research design? Third, we oppose
plans to develop a "rigorous predictive model for the occurrence of cultural resources”
(Action 14, page 38). Development of a predictive model will not only require
considerable staff time but almost certainly will not yield the desired results. It is our
understanding that the U.S. Forest Service met with little success when they attempted a
similar approach and, in fact, were urged to concentrate more time on inventory. In our
opinion, predictive models should not replace on-the-ground inventory programs.

Wildlife Protection

Eagle Creek Bat Cave
We want to urge the BLM to provide much greater protection for the bats who live in
the cave at Eagle Creek. This bat poj ion in 1964 was d ined by a local zoologi

pulation
Dr. Cochran, to be 25 million. By the end of the 1960's there were only 30,000. This
precipitous decline is due, in part, to exposure t0 DDT in Mexico during winter migrations
and, in part, to humans who have deliberately killed or disturbed the batsin this cave. The
Eagie Creek Cave is unique in this part of Arizona,because it has the right temperature,
humidity and qther features whichmake it suitableasa maternitycave. Bats and their
offspring, of which thereis only one pa female pa year, return (0 this cave year after year
to reproduce. Therefore, this site is critical for maintaining bat populaﬁon;

We have three majorsuggestions forallowing thesebats thelonger life span they need
10 reproduce:

1. Build a much higher barrier in front of the cave which can effectively keep out
people who would disturb ashoot the bats. The gate which now standsis
insufficient, whether locked of not, to keep people out. The Opening tothe caveis
65 feet high and could easily allow bats toff;‘i)n and out over a barrier which is
high enough o keep people out.

2. Close thecanyon within 1/2 mile of the caveto four wheel drive vehicles and to
. People can now drive right to the cave. carrying guns to shoot at the bars.

3. Educate visitors to the area with good signs which explain the importance of
protecting the bats and advise them to leave the bats alone.

I i | land T e

In most cases, the BLM plan adequately considers the need 1o protect endangered and
threatened wildlife species. H , We d the following ch 1o optimi.

p ion. First, an gered plant species, Erigeron piscaticus., is not listed in Table
3-3 (page 146) of the RMP. This plant occurs in only two locations, one of which is
Turkey Creek. We encourage the BLM to add this plant to the list and to develop a plan to
appropriately protect this species. Second, increased protection of the watershed areas
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south and east of Aravaipa Creck is needed to protect two threatened fish spccics in this
creek (the spikedace and the loach minnow).

We recommend two changes in the proposed policies with respecttothe
Aravaipa/Turkey Creek area. herbicides and pesticides should not be used in the
watershed area (as suggested on pages 189-190) to avoid polluting streams which feed
inmAravaipaCl'BCk These chemicals might damage both the fish and their habitat.
Second, we are opposed to opening Virgus Canyon Road and East Turkey Creek Road
g;lazge 24), becawse 0f the adverse impact thatthese aetions would ultimately have on

vaipa Creek.

Pesticides and Herbicides

We are opposed to the use of pesticides and herbicides because 0f their potential harm
t0 wildlife other than target species. The BLM plan considers the yse of chemicals to
rehabilitate upland vegetation. Although the plan indicates caution with regard tO these
treatments, We are strongly opposed tO this opﬁon, The long-term effects of these
chemicals and the parural imbalances they Créate ape not known with enough certainty to be
worth the risk.

We slmnﬁ{y ¢ that such treatments not be used and thar they be avoided at al] costs
inany wi lgr%a(e.g.. that of Aravaipa Creek). These chem\}c]als could have serious
adverse effects o the riparian wildlife communities dependent on these watersheds. we
recommend that alternatives t0 such treatments be found.

Finally, in the interest of tecn'nghuman p@uhﬁoﬂ,werecommend that input from
nearbymsidcmsbesoughtbe}m deciding to spray in an area.

15
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NATURAL HISTORY MUSEUM

of Los Angeles County

Section of Mammalogy
5th June 1990

900 Expusition Boulevard
Laos Angeles, California gooo7

Mr. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Safford District Office
Bureau of Land Management
425 East 4th Street
Safford

AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox,

As a result of a telephone conversation with Dianne drobka, I
have learned that my original comments on the Safford District RMP and EIS
draft were not received in your office.

As a researcher involved in ongoing studies of the bat guano accumulations
in Eagle Creek €ave, I fully support the nomination of Eagle Creek Bat Cave
for possible listing as an ACEC. I believe that this is justified on two
separate grounds;

1) Bagle Creek Bat Cave supports the largest colony of the bat Tadarida
DESSEFEERSES-in the State of Arizona. The protection of this matermity
colony is important to the status of the species in Arizona.

2) Eagle Creek Bat Cave contains a deposit of stratified bat guano that is
seemingly unique in the Southwest in its value for retrospective analyses of
bat population size and area ecology.

In view of these considerations, I believe the Preferred Alternative is
clearly the most appropriate, since it protects the bats, the guano deposits,
and the immediate surroundings of the cave which the bats must use. Alternative
B would be equally acceptable, and would serve to protect other bat colonies
in the canyon, but would probably not significantly improve the protection
of Eagle Creek Bat CAve itself. Alternative C is, in my opinion, unacceptable
since it does not protect the unique scientific value of the gauno deposits.

I hope these comments may be of some value to you,

Yours sincerely,

[ b} (THate_

Donald A. McFarlane PhD
Research Associate and

Adjunct Professor.

George C. Page Musewm, Hancock Park, s801 Wilshive Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90036, (213) 857-6311
William S. Hart Museum, Hart Park, 24151 San Fernands Road, Newball, California 91321, (805) 254-4584

Safford District BLM
425 E. 4th Street
Safford, AZ 85546

June 5, 1880

Dear BLM:

I have read the draft Resource Management Plan for the
Safford District and would like to make the following comments:

First. this plan does not adequately address the extremely
destructive practice of grazing on public lands. It is a well
documented fact that grazing causes severe degradation of the
land in terms of soil erosiocn, vegetation & habitat destruction
and general unsightliness. Your plan claime to be in favor of
preserving and protecting the land, therefore all lands near and
adjacent to sensitive riparian areas (such as Aravaipa Canyon)
should be protected by the slimination of grazing in those
areas.

Second, I oppose the rebuilding or comstruction of any
roads, especially the Virgus Canyon Road. This one in
particular is a ridiculous idea. The road is currently covered
with boulders in one aroa and generally overgrown with
vegetation meking the job of re—opening it a major task. More
importantly, howewver, this road would open up accees to the
nearby Aravaipa Canyon Wilderness Ares recently approved by
Congress, making it impossible to manage as a wilderness area.
Re-opening the road would encourage OHV's to go into the area
and “"do their thing“: driving off road and generally destroying
the area. I am strongly opposed to this road. It should be
left as is and allowed to continue its return to a natural wild
condition.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan.

Sincerely concerned,

Lainie Levick

12120 E. Snyder Road
Tucson, AZ BS7AQ
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Ray Brady, District Manager
Safford District Office
Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street

Safford, Arigoma 85546

RE: Safford District Resource Management Plan - Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr, Brady;

We have served on the Arizona Game and Fish Commission and were involved in re-
viewing land management plans for the federal agencies. We continue to have an
interest in wildlife and its management as well as the management of the public
lands.

For a rumber of years one of the Commission's major concerns was access to the
public lands. You wmay be aware that during his tenure Commissioner Adams chalred
an Accesg Committee made up of representatives from sportsmen's groups, the live-
stock industries and the agencles involved in managing lands. The Committee pre-
sented a report to the Commissioners and after a great deal of discussion at sev-
eral publically noticed meetings an Access Policy was adopted by the Commission
on December &, 1987 (copy attached).

Because of our work in this area we are pleased that the Burean addressed Access

as the number one issue (page 23) in the preferred alterpative (Alternative A).

We urge that the District Transportation Plan be developed and implemented within
the shortest possible time frame. Item #4 of the Commission Policy speaks to keep—
ing existing roads and trails that provide lawful access to, and upon, public
roads open and/or avallable for use. This appears to be the intenmt of the Bureau
as outlined under this issue; we support this intent.

We are aware that many of the rural roads that have been used for up to 100 years
never had a legal right-of-way - they started as wagon roads and now "legal” rights-
of-way need to be determined. We believe that the Bureau has a number of mechanisms
that can be used in obtaining these rights-of-way. We are concerned about those
roads that have been allowed to deteriorate thus precluding access into a vast
area of public domain land. We believe that this, in essence, has created "wild-
erness” even though the land has not been officially designated as such by Con-
gress. We endorse the proposed Action #7 that would provide for the reconstruction
of roads including V. Canyon, Jackson Cabin Road and East Turkey Creek. This
is not a new positlon for us. Mr. Adams, as Chairman of the Commission's Access
Committee, sent a letter to Kelth Cook, then Gila Area Manager, in September, 1987
supporting Mr. Cook's efforts to keep access to the Muleshoe Ranch.

We hope that a discussion of the Back Country Byways program will be part of the
scoping of the Transportation Plan. Mr. Cy Jamieson, BLM director, has spoken
to the increasing demand for recreational opportunities on public lands and in~
dicated this was one program that could provide both educational and recreational
benefits.

161-2

We would like to express concern in another area. The availability of water
for wildlife is vital to its survival. With the rrojected increase in wilder-
ness, the addition of a number of ACECs and several large grazing permits in
non-use status, we feel it is imperative to delineate who is to be responsible
for the maintenance and development of waters. Allowing waters to deteriorate
so that water is no longer available for wildlife is unacceptable. We feel that
when waters have been allowed to become non-functional they must be repaired,
the responsibility for future maintenance assigned, and then the use monitored.

We are concerned about the Game and Fish Department's ability to manage wildlife
in wilderness areas. We would hope that they would, in cooperation with the Big-
horn Sheep Soclety and the Bureau, have the ability to comstruct, reconstruct

and maintain the waters so vital to the survival of not only the sheep but also
all other wildlife. The Department's ability to carry out other vital manage-
ment programs, such as surveys, must not be compromised by wilderness designa-
tion. We support the prompt review and updating of the various Habitat Manage-
ment Plans for the District (Management Concern 1 - Wildlife Habitat #10, page 31.)

Ve believe that Alternative A will fulfill the policy declarationd Section 102(8)
Public Law 94-579 (1976). We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

2604 .

Larry D. Adams
1511 Highway #95
Bullhead City, AZ.
86442

jﬂd}zz&o //)/ Eéww,/
Frances W, Werner

3216 A Jackson Ave.

Tucson,  AZ

85719

Cordially,

XC: Steve Knox
ENCL: 1

L/7/90
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ARIZONA GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT
2222 Wist Prsrnamy Road ~ Pownin. Soigoan 85025 M2-5000

September 29, 1987

Keith L. Cook

Glla
u.S.
425

Area Manager
Dept. of Interior
E. 4th street

Saffosd,  AS. 85546

Dear

Sir,

I am in receipt of vyour letter to The Nature Conservancy
concerning access to the Muleshoe Ranch. AS you are avare,
access to public lands is very high on the priority list

for
Gane

the Arizona Game_ a_nd Fish Departnent as well as the
and Fish Comission. 1 applaud and appreciate your

efforts for the citizens of Arizonaconcerning the Mul'eshoe.
If there is anything I can do to assist you on the Muleshoe
closure, or wth any other access problem on public I|ands,

pl ease let nme know.

Pl eas

e keep nme advised as to your progress on the Muleshoe.

Sincerely yours i

Larry
AZ.

cc:

D. Adams, Commi ssioner
Game and Fish Departnent

Fred S. Baker
Frances W. Werner
Thomas G.

Woods
Phillip W Ashcroft
Tenple ~ A Reynol ds

James C. deVos

An Equal Opporiunity Agency

BORLPEL REVEN

United States Department of the Interior 1782.12
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (044)
SAFFORD DISTRICT OFFICE
425 . dith Suces
Satined, Arszvea 35846

(602) 428-4040
August 51, 1987

“r. Ken Wiley

The Nacture Conservancy

300 E. Uaiversity 3lvd. - Suite 230
Tucson, Arizona 35705

Dear Mr. eyﬁ”‘z

We received your memorandum concerming access on the Muleshoe Raach and appreciate
the opportunity to comment on it. We continue to have a concern about the limitad
public access on the ranch. We have had some complaiats about the limited access
and it is our understanding that the Game and Fish Department has also had com—
plaints. Regardless ofythe number of complaints or their nature, we feel very
strongly that free unrestricted access should be available for the public to their
lands. When we first started working on the Muleshoe exchange with the State,
access was an issue that we were concerned with. We did aot want to acquire a lot
of land that the public could not get to and emjoy. Before the exchange was con—
summated, we were assured by the Counservancy that public access along the Jacksoa
Cabin Road would be provided. This subject was also brought up to the Safford
District Advisory Council and they were assured that these newly acquired lands
would be available for the public to eanjoy and use. We feel the current restraints
{locked gate requiring keys and times set for eatry and exit) are unnecessary
restrictions on people wishing to enjoy these public lands.

When there were no restrictions to access or use of the Huleshoe Raach before TNC
became involve:d, our persoanel observed little serious iampacts caused by recreation
use through Bass Canyon. He believe the few probleas that occurred without auy
coutrol can be solved with less incoanvenience to your staff and to the public.
There is not a problem of people passing through the creek corridor, only of thea
stopping to camp or driviag off the road onto private land. If you believe that
occasional vehicle traffic causes serious impact to riparlan or aquatic habitats we
would like to iavite you to inspect the insignificant iwpact caused by dozeas of
vehicles using the five crossings through Aravaipa Creek daily.

The Mature Conservancy is right to be concerned about the current condition of
riparidn habitat is Bass and Hot Springs Canyoms. The Buresu.has placed riparian
habitat protection near the top of its priorities at unational, state and district
levels. However, I belleve that your proposed resftictions place aa ugnecessary
work load upon your staff, incoaveaience the puhli: who wish to eajoy their land,
and create an unfavorable image for what otherwise appears to have -been an excel-
lent land exchange. The Forest Service's Safford Ranger District-has indicated
they desire to maintain uurestricted public access oa the Jackson Cabin Road as

vell.
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We suggest the existing gate off the couaty road be left unlocked with an Arizona
Game and Fish Department sign-in statioa at this poiat. The Bass Canyon crossing
stiould be fdentified as private property and closed to camping and off-road driving
or huanting, the road corridor itself could be temporarily fenced to prevent
straying. This would frece your staff of ecologists from a "public greeting and
tickecr taking” respoasibility, and encourage hunters to pass through your reserve
to the public lands beyond.

Access along and near the El Paso and All American Pipeline route will very shortly
be an issue we will get more involved with. BLM expects any day to receive title
to the remaining State land here. We believe that there is a need for vehicle
access between Soza ¥esa and the Hooker Hot Springs area. We have not discussed
with All American Pipeline their concern about sabotage of their block valves, but
at this point we feel that fencing these valves or other security measures is a
better alternative than to closing off 10 miles of access roads through the area.
01d maps show a road runaing down Hot Springs Canyon and cnto the north side about
1 mile below Wildcat Canyon. We would prefer a road out of Hot Springs Canyoa for
obvious reasons and would like to evaluate alternate routes with affected parties

in the future.

The Bureau is joined with the Nature Conservancy in protecting this very fmportant
and critical riparian hatltat area. Your goals of preserving these critical ele—
ments you identified whea you acquired the Muleshoe are auch the same as the
Bureaus goals when we retaimed and acquired approximately 26,000 acres. However,
the Bureau of Land Management 'is required ro provide access to the “Public Lands”
for the public who are the majority owners of what we refer to as the Muleshoe

Ranch.

Again, thaok you for this opportunity to commeat om this very important concern.
We at the BLM Safford District Office look forward to working with The Nature- '
Conservancy through a cooperative managemeat agreement for the protection of the

Muleshoe.

Siancerely,

Keith L. Cook
Gila Area Manager

cc: Cecll Sims [ice Supplee
District Ranger Habicat Specialist

Safford Ranger District 555 N. Greasewood fd.
P.0. Box 709 Tucson, AZ 85745-3612

Safford, AZ 85546

Kevin L.R. Strege

WildliFe Manager Div. datnce, Suprvsr.

AZ Game and Fish Dept. all American Pipeline cO.
756 N. Monterey SC.

Star Rt. 1, Box 50
Willcox, AZ 85643 Gilbert, A7 85234

John Holcoab
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ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT NO.: J12
Effective: 12/04/87
Revi sed:
Page!: 1 of 2
Approved:

COMMISSION POLICY

Access

To And Upon Public And State Trust Lands

POLICY:

It

is the policy of the Arizona Gane and Fish Comission to

place high priority on preserving existing access to public and
state trust lands for hunting and fishing, and to_place hiagh

priority on inproving access to such lands in areas of the gtate
where access to  such lands is currently difficult or
nonexi stent. For purposes of this policy, the Commission define*
the term "public and state trust |ands" as those federal = public
and reserved lands, state trust lands, and other lands wthin the
State of Arizona, owned, controlled or managed by the United
states, the State of Arizona, agencies or political subdi vi si ons
thereof upon which hunting and fishing are lawful.
By this policy, the Commission directs the Departnent to:
1. ldentify specific aceess problems and their causes
throughout the State:
2. Prioritize specific access problems in the order of
inportance gf their solution:
3. Plan a nethod of approach for solving the problem
to be addressed;
4. Confer with, and seek the cooperation of private

| andowners and |and nenagenent agencies in the
process of addressing the agccess probl em sel ected
for solution

Exert every effort to keep existing roads and
trails that provide |lawful "access to, and upon,
public and state trust lands open and/or available
for use. The Commission recognizes that, in sone
areas of the state, too many such roads exist and
directs the Department to t the

closure of Suchp roads in thossléppggses wher elavt’ %1
Department finds itself in substantial agreenment
with the appropriate | and management agency or
authority invol ved:

10.

The
agenci es,

Exert every effort to obtain the availability of
new roads established for the purpose of aiding
commerci al endeavor where such roads resolve, oOr
aid in resolving, access problenms identified by the
Department, provided the Departnment supports the
lawful closure of roads deemed excessive and
unnecessary:

In accordance with sound principle* of natural
resource  managenent, devel op, maintain, ©Or inprove
= where the geophysical characteristics of the 1land
and the costs of such devel opment, maintenance. or
i mprovement are not prohibitive, and are |awful =
new road*, trails or other rights-of-way that will
either connect existing roads ©or trails OFf provide
new roads or trails that solve access problens
identified by the Department;

Use 24-hour-per-day access as a guideline and goal
in the process of preserving or inproving existing
access or developing new access, where such access
is lawful;

Where Standards for road density are needed as
guidelines in the process of addressing access

probl ens, use standards that are in keeping with
the land-use plan of the land nanagenent agency Or
authority involved. If that plan is in the process

of fornmulation or revision, wuse standards that the
Departnent intend* to recomend for inclusion in
the plan. If no such plan is utilized by the
agency or authority involved, determine appropriate
density in cooperation with the appropriate |and
management  agency or authority: and,

Establish, at the Commission's direction, a

Landowner / Lessee/ Spor t sman Rel at i ons Commi ttee
whose purpose shall be to provide suggestions for
reducing and resolving conflict* between private
| andowner s, | essees of public and state trust
lands, and sportsnen.

m ssion* of various natural resource managenment
the rights of private |andowners, existing |aw and

principles of natural resource nanagenent are but a few of
that cone to bear on the process of solving access

The Commission recognize* that any definition of
"reasonabl e access" nust be made on a case-by-case basis, taking
into account all of the pertinent factors bearing ¢n each
" reference to roads, trails, and ot her rights-of -way,
reasonabl e access amount* to the ability to use, or devel op for
use, roads, trails, and other rights-of-way as directed in

factors
probl ens.

policy.

the

case.

this
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Ty,
[+ JAY UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
m H REGION iX
‘! 215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
§ 5. JUN 1930

Mr. Ray Brady

District Manager

Safford District

Bureau Of Land Management
425 E. Fourth Street
safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Brady:

The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
proposed SAFFORD DI STRI CT DRAFT RESQURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN,

RONMENTAL | MPACT STATEMENT (DEIS). OQur comments on this DETS
are provided pursuant t¢ the National Environnental Policy Act
(NEPA}) and EPA’s authorities under section 309 of the Cean Ar
Act.

The SAFFORD DISTRICT DEIS identifies and analyzes four al-
ternatives for mnaging the resources on 1.4 nillion acres of
public lands in southeastern Arizona, which are adnministered by
the Bureau of Land Managenent. The four alternatives are: (A}

Preferred Alternative -- provides for consunptive use and
devel opment  of resources while also providing protection to sen-
sitive resources; (B) Mre Protective Aternative -- enphasizes

management and protection of natural and cultural resources while
providing for use of public lands: () Less Protective Alterna-

tive -- enphasizes use and development of lands and provides |ess
protection of natural and cultural resources; (D) No Action
ternative -- continues current land use managment.

Ve have classified this pgrrg as Category EC-Z -- Environnmen-

tal concerns, Insufficient Information (see enclosed "Summary O
Rating Definitions and Follow-Up action'). our rating reflects
concerns we have regarding the existing watershed conditions and
surface water quality in the Safford District. V& support the

designations of Areas of (Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs),
Wi | der nesses, and wild, scenic, or recreational rivers, as we

believe that these will protect ana enhance the natural resources
of the district. W have serious concerns, however, about the

direct. indirect, and cunulative inpacts that certain activities
within the district and its area of influence wll have on these

8w JUN 100
_2_
resour ces. These activities include livestock grazing, mineral
and energy devel opment, agricul tural irrigation, and  of f- hi ghway

vehicle use.

Ve appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send three copies of the Final "Environmental Inpact Statement
(FEIS) to this office at the same time it is officially filed
with our Washington, D.C, office. If you have any questions,
please contact me at (415) 556-6387, or "have your Staff contact
Jeanne Dunn, Cffice of Federal Activities, at (415) 556-5104.

38i erely

eanna WWleman DD rector
Offfcee of Efteamal Affairs

cC: Carol Russell, ADEQ

Enclosures

den: 90-090
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIUND ANL MULHUN-UY ACLIUN"

Environmental Impact of the Action 8. JUN 1990

I0—Lack of Objections

The EPA review % not identified any poténtial envirommental impacts reguiring
substant ive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for
application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor

changes to the proposal.

EC—Environmental Concerns

The EPA reviev has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to
fully protect the environment. QOorrective measures may require changes to the preferred
alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce the envirormental impact.
EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EO—Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in
order to provide adequate protection fOr the envirorment. Oorrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of scme other project
alternative (including the mo action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to
work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU—Envirommentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse enummental impacts that are of sufficient magni-
tude that they are unsatisfactory fram the standpoint of envir 1 quality, public
health or welfare. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. |f
the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this
proposal will be recammended for referral to the Council on Envirommental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

EPA belleves % draft EIS adequately sets forth the emnvironmental impact(s) of the
preferred alternative a-d those of the altermatives reasonably available to the project or
action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, byt the reviewer may suggest
the addxtlon of clarifying language or information.

Category 2—Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient infoomation for EPA to fully assess environmental
jmpacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the envirorment, or the EPA
reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectmum
of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the envirormental impacts of
the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.

Category 3—Inadequate
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
envirormental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably
available alternatives that are cutside of the spectrum of alternatjves analyzed in the
dn&xxs, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environ
mental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or
discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft
stage, EPR does not believe that the draft EIS is for the of the NEPA
and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CE).

“*From: EPA Marmal 1640, “Folicy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting
the Enviromment.”

SAFFORD DISTRICT DRAFT RMP/EIS
EPA COMMENTS -- 1990

85 JUN 1990

Ar Duality

1. The FEIS should discuss the National Anbient Ar Quality
Standards (NARQS) and Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) increments applicable to air quality in the Safford Dis-
trict.

2. For each alternative, the FEIS should identify the activities
that night inpact air quallty (e.g., sand and gravel extraction,
ot her mning activities, fire managenent , Of - Hi gh way Vehicle
(Oﬁgs) use). It should also consider any cunulative inpacts to

PSD increments resulting from activities on BIM land in
the di str|ct and other pollutant sources such as snelters in the
district's vicinity.

Hater Quality

1 The Affected Environment Water Quality information on page
129 cites the 1984 water Quality Assessment prepared by Arizona
Department Of Health Services (ADHS)pursuant to section 305(b)
of the Clean Water Act. section 305(b) reports are prepared on a
bi enni al basis. ADHS subsequently prepared a Water Quality As-
sessment in 1986, and Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
(ADEQ) prepared a Water Quality Assessment in 1988. Mre impor-
tantly, ADEQprepared a Nenmpoint Source Assessnment Report(SAR)
in 1988, pursuant to Section 319(a) of the Clean Water Act.
Arizona's SAX, approved by EPA on August 28. 1989, provides the
following information which should be cited in the Affected En-
vironment \ater Quality section of the FEIS.

« Over 90 percent of Arizona's waters do not nmeet designated
beneficial uses required by state water quality standards
due to inpacts from mnonpoint sources.

-~ The nost significant categories of nonpoint sources af-
fecting Arizona's waters, by stream niles, are grazing,

hydr ol ogi ¢/ habi t at modi fication, recreation and resource  ex-
traction.

= Vters affected in the Safford BIM District by nonpoint
sources include the @ila River (grazing and resource
extractioni ,the San Sinobn River. fi{rrisated agariculturej,
and the San Pedro RiVer (grazing, resource €&action and
irrigated agriculture).
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2. Pursuant to Section 319 of the Cean Wter act, states have
the lead role in identifying and controlling nonpeint sources.

In Arizona, ADEQ has been designated as the lead agency for im
plementation of the Section 319 Nonpoint Sources Program Pur-
suant to Section 319(b) of the Cean Wter Act, ADEQ prepared a
State Nonpoint Source Mnagement Program (SIP), which wag ap-
proved by EPA on January 4, 1990. Arizona' * SMP identifies
federal programs and activities subject to the Federal Con-
sistnecy review requirements of Sections 319(b)(2)(F) and 319(k)
of the Cean Wter Act. These sections require federal agenci es
to submit specific assistance programs and devel opnent  projects
to the lead state nonpoint source agency (ADEQ) for review for
consistency with Arizona's SM.

Specific Bureau of Land Mnagenent (BLM) programs identified
in Arizona's SMP include: watershe projects; m néral expl or a-
tion and developnent: coal, oil and gas leasing: OHV activities;
tinber activities; grazing al | ot ment/ grazing managenent
cheni cal s/ pesti ci des: area anal ysi s/ cunul ati ve i npacts: riparian
management  plans; and Area of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACEC) plans. Further, it is BLM’s responsibility to inplenent
sufficient Best Management Practice* (BMPs) to enable full
protection of beneficial wuses of surface waters, attainment of
surface water quality standards, and conpliance wth the an=-
tidegradation provision* of 40 CFr 131.12.

We strongly encourage BIM to work closely with ADEQ to
satisfy BIM’s obligations under the Federal Consistency reauire-
ments of Section 319 and 40 CFR 131.12, We expect that BIM‘s
devel opment of a nenorandum of understanding (MOU) with ADEQ will
serve to facilitate this process and encourage BLM to establish
this as a opriority. The MQOU should contain the procedure* to be
used in resolving conflicts between resource developnent ac-
tivities and protection of surface water quality. Resol ution of
conflicts should ensure that beneficial useg of surface waters
will be fully protected, that surface water quality standards
will be attained, and that there wll be no further degradation
of surface water quality.

Ve would like to take this opportunity to recognize BIM’s
active involvement in ADEQ’s Gazing BMP development committee
and BIM‘’s work on protecting riparian areas as positive efforts
to control nonpoint source pollution from BLM |ands.

3. W understand that the existing detention dams in the San
Simon and Bear Spring Flats basins have been effective in
preventing additional head-cuts upstream by facilitating the
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recovery of riparian vegetation through replenishnent of *hallow
groundwater aquifers. Accordingly, we support the construction
of the Tinber Draw Dam and the repair of the o¢so Largo Detention

Dam. However, addi tional effort*, including reductions in aninal
units on grazing allotments in these watersheds, wll be neces-
sary to control nonpoint source inpacts on water quality in these
basi ns. W encourage BIM to work closely with ADEQ on the** res-

toration efforts.

4. W support the gIM’g proposed suitability evaluation of
Aravaipa Oeek, Mescal Oeek, Redfield Canyon, Swanp Springs
Canyon, Hot Springs Canyon, Bass Canyon, Turkey Creek, Deer
Creek, and the left fork of Mrkham Creek for Unique Waters

desi gnati on*. This nmeasure would constitute an effective step
toward protecting the quality of these waters. However, we al so
recoomend that prM evaluate Wldcat Canyon, Double g Canyon, and
Gapevine Creek for suitability for Unique Waters designation, as
recoomended in Aternative g, In addition, wye encourage BLM’‘sg
monitoring of these waters to include appropriate biocassessment
method*, such a* the npacroinvertebrate assessment nmethod
developed by the US. TForest Service, and any appropriate
biological nonitoring and assessment nethod* which have been
devel oped by EPA pursuant to Section 304(a)(8) of the Water
Quality Act of 1987. These waters nmay prove to e appropriate
reference water bodies for Arizona's developnent of  biological
water quality standards over the next three years.

5. Appendix 11 should include the frequency of nonitoring and
the specific paraneters that wll be nonitored at the water
quality testing sites. we recommend that, at a mininum nonitor-
ing be conducted annually and that paraneter* to be nonitored in
surface waters include nuientsand all of the paranmeter* for
which Arizona has water quality standards. BEM should consult
with ADEQ in the design of the nonitoring program BLM should
also carry out bioassessments in surface waters that are poten-
tially affected by nonpoint sources. Biocassessments are par-
ticularly valuable in detecting effects of nonpoint sources of
pollution including sediment | oadi ngs. Data collected should be
entered into EPA’s STORET database, to facilitate sharing data
with other water quality nmanaging agencies. W recommend that
BIM enter biological data collected into STORET’s BIOQS database.

6. Appendix 7 lists the public lands that neet Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requirement* for sale or ex-
change. EPA is concerned that some of the parcel* (e.g., those
near Glenbar, San Jose, and San simon) MRy include waters of the
United State*. Because the public lands identified generally
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have potential for economic devel opnent, any waters of the United
States within these parcels could eventually be affected_ by
residential, comercial, or recreational devel opnent.  The FEI§
needs to identify which parcels, if any, include waters of the
United States, particularly mjor drainages such as the gjla and
San Sinpbn rivers.

Livestock Management_ | ssues

EPA believes that this RMp should expand on the existing baseline

information and the issues relating to [livestock management in
the district. Most of the resources managed wunder the Safford
District Resource Management Plan (rmp) -- water quality, soil
erosion, vegetation and wildlife habitat, ArEeg and riparian
areas, cultural and socioecononic resources -- have the potential
to be significantly affected by livestock nanagenent. Li vest ock

grazing in the Safford District is managed through allotnent
managenent plans (AMPs), nost of which were developed out of
decisions based on the Upper Gila-san Simon Gazing EIS (BLM,
1978) and the Eastern Arizona G azing EIs (BLM, 1986) . I(:'PA' S
concerns regarding the 1986 FEastern Arizona Gazing Egis (as ex-
pressed in our December 6, 1985 ~and October 29, 1986, letters to
BIM’s Arizona State Director) were never adequately addressed.
Qur coments on the EIS focused on: the lack of existing infor-
mation regarding water quality and riparian habitats; the conse-
quences of qrazing on water gmality, soil erosion., and riparian
habitats; and appropriate management practices to avoid impacts
from Iivestock. It” may be beneficial for BLM to maintain
flexibility in updating the amps in order to accomodate manage-
ment changes necessary for the protection of the district's
resgurces.

1. The FEIS should describe the connection between the Ilivestock
managenent activities and resources addressed in the grazing gIss
and the activities and resources nanaged under this Lo

recommend that the FEIS briefly sumarize the district's amps and

the special livestock management pract ices currently implemented
in sensitive watersheds or in watersheds in unsatisfactory condi-
tion. The FEIS should also discuss the criteria used to revise

allotments and animal unit nonths (aums). The FEIS should also
discuss how nuch flexibility BrM has in inplenenting the paMpsg and
how this would affect inplenentation of this gRMp.
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2. A map of current and future grazing allotnments and their
respective  categories  ("Inprove," "Maintain," and  "Custodial")
would also prove wuseful. This nap, coupled with one indicating
watershed conditions and soil erosion potentials, would greatly

enhance the FEIS as a public disclosure docunment.

3. The 1986 Eastern Arizona Gazing EIS called for nonitoring
the grazing nmmnagenent program to determine the effectiveness of
grazing treatnents and new rangeland devel opments and to deter-
nmine whether AMP objectives are being net. The FEIS should dis-
cuss the parameters that have been nonitored and thoroughly ex-—
plore any trendsthat are apparent fromthe nonitoring data col -
lected in the grazing districts over the last several years.

4. In light of the potential significant inpacts from grazing on

water quality, we suggest the following neasures be identified
or inplenentation in ‘the FEIS,

= Include special provisions in grazing allotment plans to
reduce the number of animal wunits in allotments during
drought condi tions.

= Use fencing or other methods to exclude Iivestock from all
riparian areas. Livestock access to riparian areas has a
significant negative inpact on water quality due to tram
pling of stream banks and consunption of riparian vegeta-
tion.

5. The FEIS should identify the neasures that wll be taken to
inpl enent "appropriate" livestock management in order to protect
the San Sinon River floodplain (DEIS, page 39).

6. Under the preferred alternative, nost of the proposed ACEC
designations -- Black Rock Research Natural Area (RNA), Bonita
Creek, Gila Box, Turkey Creek Riparian, Table Muntain

Desert Gasslands, Bear Springs Badlands, Guadalupe Canyon CQut-
standing Natural Area (ONA), Bowie Muntain Scenic, Coronado
Muntain RNA, Wlcox Playa National Natural Landmark (NNL), 111

Ranch RNA, and peloncille Muntains oNa -- do not include " Iive-
stock exclusions.  Mst of these would pot even be subject to in-
di vi dual livestock managenment pl ans. Several of these aAcECs in-
clude riparian areas or unique plant associations. The FEIS
should identify the pr Oflosed ACECs in which grazi n% currentl oc-
curs or potentially wl occur in the foreseeable Tuture an
evaluate for each Aegpe the inpacts that livestock grazing would
have on riparian habitat, water quality, soil erosion, vegeta-

tion, and  wildlife.
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S0il Resources.

1. At least 49,680 acres of severely ergoded soils have bee"
identified in the Saffcrd Dpistrict (DEIS, page 127). What fac-
tors have contributed to the severe soil conditions observed
(e.g., overgrazing, roads, mning)? The FEIS shoul d summarize
not ~ only existing soil/watershed conditions, but potential causes
as well, gp that appropriate measures may be determined to stabi-
lize or Tnprove sol erosion conditions.

2. The FEIS should indicate how continuation of seasonal Iive-
stock use in the Bear springs Flat area will gerve to acconplish

stated soil erosion and salinity mnagement objectives (DEIS,
page 39). Potential inpacts +to¢ soil erosion and water quality
should be discussed.

3. The DEIS states that soil erosion studies would be conducted
at Hot Well Dunes tg deternine the effects of OQHV use, and OHV
use will be linted if erosion becomes unacceptable. The FEIS
should identify the baseline information and evaluation criteria
to be used in the studies and define the term “"unacceptable," i"
the context of soil erosion at Hat \Well Dunes (DEIS, page 40).

4. Athough the proposed watershed and soil treatment areas are
delineated on Map 34 of the DEIS, the DEIS does not include any
maps depicting watershed conditions or soil erosion potentials
throughout  the district. It is difficult, therefore, for the
reviewer to judge whether or not the proposed watershed and soil
treatment areas adeaquatelv protect the watersheds that are in
poor condition or soils that are susceptible tc w nd andwater
erosion. The FETS should include maps shoving watershed condi-
tions and soil erosion susceptibility throughout the district.

Vegetation

1. The DEIS states that vegetation manipulation will be wused to

decrease invading woody plants and increase grasses and fcrbs for

wildife, wat er shed condition, and |ivestock (DEIS, page 40). It

is not clear what these "invading" species are or whether they

are native gr "an-native. The FE%[F should specify the direct and
effe

indirect adverse ad beneficial ffects that  vegetation  manipul a-
tion would have on wldife, native vegetation, soil stability,
and water quality. It should also indicate phow livestock will be

managed in areas where |listed threatened and endangered (T&E)
plant species are reintroduced.
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2. The FEIS should more thoroughly discuss the direct and in-
direct inpacts of firewod cutting in each of the areas specified

for the four
other vegetative
suant to issuance of

Wlidlife

1. The DEIS states that

control

control .

riparian are
clear why ce

not included
the criteria
trict should

2. Table 2-
will benefit
formation on
and/or repai
wildlife

Wilderness

1. According
recreation,
mineral,

result from
ditions for
and inpacts
It is "at

wi | der nesses
EPA  believes
areas would

veget ation,

trene depredation
condition that curr
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and the criteria used to determine the need for animal damage

Riparjan Areas

as liste
rtain

list.  Furthermore
in Gila Box and ('Suadalupe Canyon, but these stream segnents are

of

would only be pernitted in
|ivestock is

ently
activi

d in

alternatives. The FEIS should also identify what
products

would be available to the public pur-

a pernit.

under the No Action Aternative predator
areas where evidence of ex-
documented. Is this the only
triggers such activities? The FEIS
ties involved in aninmal damage control

1. \Vater quality nonitoring will be conducted in selected

Appendix 11 (DEIS, page 29). It is not

ACEC riparian areas are not included in this

livestock apparently are pernitted to Qraze

in the noni
o determne which stream segments in the dis-

used t

be nonitored

23 indicates
soil resources, but the DEIS provides "c other in-

adver se

or

r on water ¢

habi tat.

to the
| ands,

any of

The FEIS shoul

DEIS, inpacts to range,

soils,

energy, air, and
either the

the

Aravaipa Canyon

toring program  The FEIS should discuss
for water quality.
that construction andfor repair of dams

beneficial affects of dam construction
uality, riparian or upland vegetation, or
provide this information.

wildlife, tinber,
vegetation, cultural, fire, water,
visual resources are not expected to
or Galiuro wilderness ag-
alternatives. social and economic inpacts

to livestock grazing are also expected to be minor.
clear, therefore, why the conplete study areas for both

are not

t hat
benefit
wildlife,

recomended in the

preferred alternative.

wilderness designations for the conplete study

affected water

and

' quality,
soil  resources.

riparian habitat,
The FEIS shoul d dis-

366



162 -21

162-22

SAFFORD DISTRICT DRAFT RMP/EIS
EPA COMMENT: 1990

8% JUN 19%0

cuss the reasons why, give" the results of the wilderness
studies, the entire study areas are not being reconmended in the
preferred alternative.

W!ld andScenic Rivers

The DEIS does not explain the basis for selection of the "No Ac-
tion" alternative for wld, scenic, or recreational desi gnation
of the Gila Box segments of the gila Rver. According to the
DEI'S, air, wat er, soils, vegetation, wildlife, fire managenent,
visual, cultural, and paleontological resources would not be ad-
versely affected by wild, scenic, or recreational desi gnati on,
and many would in fact benefit through the protection that a
designation would offer. The DEIS also anticipates very minor
impacts to livestock grazing and energy and mineral resources.
EPA believes that the resources in the wvicinity of the study
areas wud be better protected and enhanced by designation of
the Gila Box asg wild, scenic, gr recreational.” The FEIS should
discuss why, given the results o the designation evaluation, the
Gila Box study area* are notbeing reconmended in the RMP’s
preferred al'ternative.

Lands and Realty

1. The DEIS gtates that the teyms and conditions to be applied
to right-of-way grants for corridors and communication sites and
for use outside of corridors and communication sites were
analyzed in the planning process for the gafford District RMP
(DEIS, page 8). The FEI§ should identify the termg and condi-
tions to be applied to utility corridors and comunication sites.

2. The FEIS should provide nore information on the proposed
designations of comunication sites and the existina_ utility
lines ag corridors for future wutility needs. The purpese of the
I-mile wide wutility corridors should be explained. Aside from
the segnent of the San Pedro corridor Wnere |1 crosses the San
Pedro Riparian Natnral Conservation thore athay sag-

ments of any gf the proposed corrldors tﬁat should “be narrower

than one nile across? |f utilit corridors ~and communication
sites are to be designated in the FES, thelr environnental , cul-
tural, and socio-economic inpacts nust be ully evaluated. Any

ntigation measures necessary to protect the district's resources
from dadverse impacts of these designations should also be dis-
cussed.
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3. The acquisition of wup to 108,562 acres of private and state
lands may occur under the pref erred alternative. W under st and
that  site-specific environnental assessnents are prepared for
each acqui sition. EPA reconmends that the pgrs discuss how BEIM

will determine whether any of the lands proposed for acquisition
contain sites where hazardous wastes were disposed of in past
years. The presence of hazardous wastes could dimnish the

habitat and public recreation values of the proposed acquisition.
Furthermore, ohce the |ands contaminated Wi th hazardous wastes
become BLM property, BIM My tome a responsible party under the
terms of the ~ Conprehensive  Environnental Response, Conpensat i on,
and Liability Act of 1980, Pub. L. NOo. 96-510 (CERCLA) as anended
by the sSuperfund Amendnents and Reauthorization Act of 1986, Pub.
L. NO. 99-499 (SARA). BIM could the" be legally responsible for
remedi al investigations, cl eanup activities, and full or partial
cleanup costs.

Access
1. The FEIS should evaluate the adverse and beneficial inpacts
of the proposed road reconstruction projects. Soil erosion and

water quality are of particular relevance.

2. The FEIS should indicate what neasures will be take" to
rehabilitate eroded areas where roads will be closed. what steps
will be taken to stabilize and revegetate denuded areas?

Off-Highway_ Vehicle Use

1. EPA strongly supports the proposed closing of sensitive areas
to OHVs. The use of OHVs,especially in riparian areas, can be a
significant nonpoint source of pollution. Wile linting the use
of OHVS to designated roads on nmost of the remaining portions of
BIM land would have a beneficial inpact on water quality, we
have serious concerns as to whether such a restriction could be
enforced, given the extensive area that BIM nanages A better
alternative, i{; t2rms of nonpoint SCUrce centrel, WUl ld v &
close all riparian area watersheds and areas of high erosion
potential to QHVs.

2. The FEIS should describe the current condition of the Hot

Vell Dunes and include a" inventory of vegetation and w11d11fe
speci es and popul ati ons. The FEIS should also evaluate the im-
Pact of QHV use at the Hot Well Dune area on air quality, water
quality, soil stability, vegetation, wildlife, and paleontologi-
cal resources to deternmine whether this area should be open to
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QHV use. The FEIS should discuss how baseline information would
be collected in this area and how further nonitoring would
conducted in order to assess the inpacts of QOHV use

3, The FEIS should discuss any indirect inpacts to

tus populations resulting from QHV access and illegal

of plants in potentially critical areas.

Ener and Mnerals

1. W strongly recomend that the nining restrictions
acreages in Aternative B be adopted as part of the FEIS

preferred alternative. Water bodies in the Safford District
currently affected by nonpoint source pollution from r
traction activities. These restrictions should significantly
prove water quality relative to the nining restrictions

ternative A In addition, we reconmend that nining
including prohibition of sand and gravel operations,
mented in all riparian areas to protect water quality.

2. It is not clear in the pgEIS why Aternative A does
clude the Turkey Creek Riparian AcCeEc or the Swanp Springs-Hot

Springs Watershed ACEC anong the list of areas that

ject to withdrawal from mneral entry, "no surface
prohibited sale of nineral mterials. According to
mning plans would be required for these areas. Under

tives A and B, all riparian areas are proposed as

prohibition of nineral material sales and a "pg surface

cupancy" stipul ation.

3. The FEI§ should include information on the inpacts
in the district in the past and foreseeable future

period during which this RMP applies). It should

entire district: nineral mterials (including sand
m ni ng activities, nunber of cases wth each activity,
acreages disturbed or affected by each nineral mterial
tivity. The FEIS should also provide this information
ACEC, special rmanagement area, or riparian area in
The FEIS should also evaluate the inpacts of mning

areas and discuss any nitigation neasures that are
protect water quality, soil resources, vegetation,
(including desert big horn sheep). The FEIS shoud
value of mining restriction in riparian areas such
Creek Riparian ACEC and swanp Springs-Hot springs

10

for exploration,
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June 4, 1990

The Arizona

N.C tHBI;;StevefEnofiH t « Ssfford District

1 reau of Land Management = Ssffor stric
SOClCtY 426 B, 4th Street
Safford, AL 86446

Box 41206 Sun Sation Dear Mr, EKnox:
Tucson, Arizona 85717

The Tucson Chapter of the Arizona Native Plant Society welcomes
the opportunity to comment Of your proposed Resource Management Plan
for the Ssfford District. We hsv. indexed our comments to specific
pages in your draft plan.

we draw attention to your proposed plan. to continue
Iivestock grazing on the 6,651 gere area rithi" the San Pedro Riparian

Nation.1 Congervation Are.. Your proposed action contradict. the
l63-l intent of Congress to prohibit livestock grazing Within the NCA for
period of 16 year. as specifically mentioned in the Committee report.
when the NCA bill wag pasped Dy Congress. ASPS request. that the area
be withdraw' from |ivestock grazing in accord with Congressional
intent.

. wec oppose the reconstructiom of Virgus Canyon Road. Left Pork
of am Crock Road, Jackson Cabin Road snd East Turkey Creek Road.
These roadu are located in sensitive riparian watersheds and

reconstruction snd increased use wll facilitate jpcreased erosion and
|63 2 siltation problem within key riparian areas. Reconstruction of East

Turkey Creek Road is especially inappropriate due to the presence oOf

Erigeron pigcaticus,sSategory 2 plant currently known from only 2
locations in the werld: Pi:zh 05579z i Superatition Mountains and
Turkey Creek at the . ast end  of Aravaipa Canyom. |" light of the
paucity of information available on thi. species, a prudent course Of
action would be to avoid any action. which are likely to increase
vehicular travel and uncontrolled visitor us. in the area.

24, ANPS gtrongly supports the ssiford District’ proposed ACEC
designations especially Bonita Creck ACEC, O |s Box ACEC, Turkey creek
ACEC, Table Mountain ACEC, Desert Grassland ACEC, Dry Spring ACEC,
Swamp Springs-Hot Springs Watershed ACEC,Eagle Creek Bat Cave ACEC,
Willcox Playa Acec and Guadalupe Canyon ACEC. Specific recommendations
regardi ng ACEC management prescriptions aAre:

Bonita Creak Acec: Language related to livestock grazing is
|63-3 conspicyously absent. We suggest that |ivestock grazing be managed toO
exclude livestock fromthe riparian corridor between May snd September

of each year as part of the management prescription.

Turkey Creek Ripsris® ACEC  |f this ACBC is retained, (see
our comments below regarding gp expanded Aravaipa Canyon

The Q izona ACEC }, "manage |ivestock" se a management prescription

strikes us as | udi cruou. . I't i. our hope that the BLM

Native Plant "manages |ivestock” on all their lands, Y pecommend t

63-4

' ) hat
SOCIety livestock be excluded fromthis acecdue to the fgetthat the

ACEC boundarv_area i nclude. the riparian corridor of Qak
Gove Canyon and Turkey Creek and efforts to protect this
area that do not drastically reduce livestock usage are

cosnetic.

Box 41206 Sun Station

63-5|
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Tucson, Arizona 85717 Desert Grasslamd Acec: Language should be added that

specifies that the no action. will be permitted that
increases |ivestock use above historical usage.

Swamp Springs-Rot  Spring. \Vatershed ACBC: ANPS gtrongly supports no
livestock se part of the management prescription.

we al so reconmend the designation of the AravaipaCanyon Watershed
Acecag proposed in Alternative B. The relevance and importance
criteria used to justify the designation of the Swamp Springs-Rot
Spring. ACEC are present Within the Arsvsip. Canyon Watershed ACEC. wc
also recomend that livestock grazing be excluded or reduced from those
portion. of the expanded Aceci n which permittees are receptive to guch
action.

The Ssfford District's planning effort. wth reapect to the ACPC
progrem set. the standard for the BLM throughout Arizon&. ANPS
styongiy supports the devel opment of site-specific plan8 for each

desi gnat ed ACEC. 1" areas designated ag rildcr" we support the
dropping of ACEC designation but draw attention to th. need to carry
the management prescriptiona identified i" the RMP forward in the

Wlderness Management Plan.

Page 29, The existing road. and trail. map should be included within
the final RMP document.

Pan. 29, Program objectives snd certain action. for Riparian Areas
coul d benefit from an implementation tintable that is shorter tham th.
length of the planning period. Riparian ars management should receive
priorlty management attention which should be reflected in the final
pl." through an implementation schedule. ¢ recommend that the action.
2,3,4,6 and 7 be conpleted within a 3-5 year time period.

o ANPS strongly supports proposed State/Private |and
acquisition, eapecially those land. which support high quality riparian
habitat, watershed. of inportant riparian areag and T&E species
habitat. ANPS urge. the BLM to give special consideration to acquiring
additional lands within the ripariam corridor of the Ssn Pedro River
from Be"."" to the Qls River confluence including significant sit..
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along major perennial tributaries to the Sap Pedro River.
Tbe San Pedro River NCA should be seen as the building block
upon which protection of the entire Saa Pedro River system
can be affected.

The Arizona Page 40, ANPS requests that BLM include |anguage that
A elphasizea the use ot native species on vegetation treatnent
Native Plant

actions.

Page 40. Refer to USFWS - ESO for a conplete |ist of

Sensitive plant species to ensure that all species are
properly categorized (e.,g. Category 2) and referred to in the
RMP using currently

taxonomic nonencl ature. A listing of documented and

Box 41206 Sun Station  SUSpected sensitive sapecies within the Safford District
Tucson, Arizona 877 should be included as an Appendix. This is mnow standard

information provided by all LMP and RMP docunments.

W find reference to a nonitoring plan and its attendant

guidelines to be conspicuously abgent from the draft RMP. ANPS draws

your

attention to the the fact that this was grounds for an appeal of

the Lower Gila RMP. Please include appropriate reference to nonitoring

n

an Appendi x.

overal |, the Tucson Chapter of the Arigona Native Plant Society

supports the preferred alternative of the §afford District subject to

the

aforementioned recomended changes. Ye appreciate the opportunity

to provide input into the |land management planning procesg on the
public lands.

cc!

Sincerely,

B urbora. T aetemme_

Barbara Tellman
President, Tucson Chapter

ANPS Conservation Committee
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Bureau of Land Management
Safford District

425 E. 4th Street
Safford, Ariz. 85544

Date: June 12,1990

Re: Comment - Resource Management Plan

The South Rim allotment, with
Wilderness and its own brand

its proximity to Aravaipa Canyon
of rugged beauty,has the gualities

and potential of being a spectacular national wildlife and

recreational area. It is with
the following comments.

this thought in mind that I make

Historic grazing on the ranches which now make up the South Rim
allotment traditionally used and heavily depended upon, (for water

and forage), the riparian corr
grazing systems.

Water improvements are few, bu
broken character of the topogr
to travel either to waters
available feed.

The map I enclosed attempts

idors as an integral part of their

t in addition to this, the deeply
aphy makes it difficult for cattle
or to effectively utilize the

to illustrate the 1location of

permanent water during dry pericds " in Turkey Creek. Wi thout
extensive steel rim and pipeline distribution systems the
pastures adjacent to Turkey Creek cannot be adequately watered

during these periods. At the

same time, it is difficult to say

if Turkey Creek would contain enough water to support such a

system. Dirt tanks in the vic
water only periodically.

Under previous grazing system
into ‘"pastures" whose boundar
features of the natural terra
annually. This system degraded
good profits.

inity are mostly small and contain

s cattle were permanently located
ies were dictated mainly by the
in, and the calves were gathered
the range, but good years brought

It.is my feeling that the scope of improvements plus the amount

of management necessary for th
level of acceptable impact, wil

I agree with an ACEC designati
but I also feel that the port
Section 5 upstream from the co
in this prescription. In ad
corridor should be removed from

is allotment to be brought up to a
1 not be a profitable venture.

on for. Jackson (Oak Grove) Canyon,
ion of Turkey Creek which lays in
rral, (see map), should be included
dition, this section of riparian

the periodic grazing to which the

165-2

wdjacent portion of Turkey Creek is subjected to. The area is
not used as either a corridor of cattle movement nor does it
contain surface water during the driest times of the vyear. Its
narrow gorge does contain well developed oak, sycamore,and ash
trees, and I have sighted Mexican Spotted Owls there for several
years.

The TJurkey Creek-Mammoth road has steadily increased in
popularity over the years and it represents a valid recreational
use of the public iands. As rough and deteriorated as this road
is it seems to have a special attraction and challenge to some,

and is just rugged and scenic to others. For this reason I
believe that it is important to leave this road in a primitive
condition. The BLM should encourage volunteer efforts by ORV

organizations to periodically repair the worst sections of road
by hand. Cattleduards should be installed to the greatest extent
possible.

I also feel that no additional roads should be opened to public
motor vehicle access on the allotment until the ELM has
adequately inventoried the biological and arcthaenlogical
resources of the area, and has assessed the neesds of lower impact
(equestrian,mountain bike) recreational uses.

Equestrian use has also  increased over time. With the
limitations placed on livestock recreational use in the
wilderness, plus the occasional conflicts with other wilderness
users, it is important that equestrian use not only be

accomodated, but promoted on the south rim of Aravaipa Canyon.
Turkey Creek already offers an alternative, but I feel that
improving facilities suchas the two corrals in upper Turkey
Creek, (not used in current AMP operation}, and the trails into
the adiacent uplands would make it a spectacular alternative.
With the formation of use agreements or exchanges with certain
landowners, similar opportunities exist for the allotment™s west
end.

John C.and Norma Tapia Luepke

Box 53 Klondyke R.S.
Willcox, Ariz.85&43

ﬂrL@% b

Wk“—h“ﬂ@*’
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Ernest Chilson.

Milton O. Webb,

Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association

1401 North 24th Street. Suite #4 » Phoenix. Arizona 85008 « Telephone (602) 267-1129

June 12, 1990

Mr. Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

425 East 4th Street

Safford. Arizona 85546

Dear Mr. Knox:

The Arizona Cattle Gowers' Association (ACGA)
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft
RMP/EIS for the Safford District.

PROFITABLE GRAZING:

Ye might suggest that in all gLM plans, we feel that
one essential  objective should Dbe "profitable
grazing" When this objective is reached, many
positive things ¢an be achieved on the public 'lands.

ACCESS:.

The issue of access is one of great concern. The ACGA
reconmends that all existing roads and trails be left
open. Even the roads which require four-wheel drives
are yery inportant. Roads provide permittees feasible
nmeans of devel opi ng and nmi ntaini ng range improve-
ments. These inprovenents enhance grazing distribu-
tion, wildlife populations and watershed “values. Many
areas in the Safford District need additional roads
for construction of additional range inprovenents.

These roads give a greater percentage of the public
the chance to see and enjoy the public |ands. only a
smal| percentage of the public have the health and
wealth required to backpack into areas Wwhich are
inaccessibl e by vehicle.

! 8 GE|
The  ACGA /ery concerned with the excessive nunber
of ACEC'sandthe excessive "unber of acres within the
ACEC's proposed in the plan. These special managenent
units wll further reduce the "unber of acres of
miltiple usge lands that are so critical to the
econonies in rural Arizona. Ye are also concerned
that the National Park service may assume management
of many of ACEC's and include themin the National
Par stem  This would inpose further restrictions
on the land and further economic restraints gn rural
econoni cs. Ye are concerned that the additional funds
required te mnage these special wunits {ACEC's) may
further deplete the anount of funds available for
range inprovements and range management.

Until these many questions and concerns have been
resol ved. the AcGA cannot support the creation of
tnese AcCsC special MRnagement unats,

166-3

Mr. Steve Knox
June 12, 1990
Page 2

'S = OBJECT TO GRAZI L
More specifically. one Of our main ‘concerns With the plan is the
proposed exclusion of grazing on the Muleshoe and Aravaipa
ranches which are owned by The Nature Conservancy. The ACGA
opplgo%es the exclusion of grazing within these large acec's which
i ncl ude:

1. Muleshoe Ranch )
a Alternative A 22,883 acres on the Swanp Spring-Hot
Springs \Mtershed ACEC. p.26
b Alternative B- 33.287 acres on the Muleshoe ACEC. p.45

c Alternative C 9,926 acres on the Muleshoe Riparian
ACEC. p.€5
2. Aravai pa Ranches
a Alternative B- 78.028 acres on the Aravaipa Wtershed
ACEC, p. 44

b. Aternative C 46,268 acres on the South Rim ACEC p.64

The ACGA woul d support Alternative [ {no action) on these
allotments and wurge that cattle grazing be returned o the
allotments. Some ACGA nmenbers have expressed a willingness ¢qo
graze these allotments. We disagree with the concept that
livestock grazing should be "excluded to facilitate
rehabilitation of the ripariam and wupland vegetation comunities
within the ACEC".p.193 Objectives of this type can bemet
through properly managed livestock grazing. Total economic |oss
to local economies which would result from exclusion of

livestock grazing in these areas would be in excess of $500,000
per year.

3. Dry Spring RNA-ACEC
a Alternative A- 825 acres. Gila Rver p. 25
b. Alternative B- 825 acres. gjla Rver p. 45
c. Alternative C 90 acres. Gila River p. 64

The ACGA opposes the reconmended grazing exclusion for pry
Spring RNA-ACEC

4. Eagle Creek Canyon QNA-ACEC
a. Alternative B~ 9,451 acres. p. 46

More than half of the lamd in the proposalis privately gwned.
A designation Of this type would infringe on the private
property rights of the land owner. ACGA opposes this proposal
because of the private property within the area,

W
The ACGA supports the Wld and Scenic River Aternative, "l No
designation alternative (ne action)" which gtateg that no
acreage would e recoomended for designation under the wild and
Scenic Rivers Act in the areas.
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Mr. Steve Knox
June 12, 1990

Page 3

The ACGA is concerned that there is no thorough resource
monitoring established in any alternative described in the plan.
Definitive resource reference points such as sight specific,
clearly described plant comunity and soil condition baseline
data are needed for nonitoring wildlife population levels.
wildlife = inpacts on habitat, grazing/wildlife interaction and
other values inportant t¢ a sight specific ecosystem We are
concerned with the onmission of “specific and neasurable resource
criteria. The acea strongly supports an integrated resource
monitoring  program.

WQNHW& _DEPARTMENT STRATEGIC PLANS:
though there are several references to the strategic plans of

the Arizona Game and Fish Department, the plan does not address
rho has the wultimate responsibility for the resource and it's
protection. Over population of any wldlife species has
negative inpacts on the resource. The plan should address
realistic wildlife population levels and include clarification
of the influence of wildlife management wunder this plan on
interningl ed lands. W object to the alternative in the plan
wherein the Safford District BLM relinquishes their ability to
protect the resource by allowing the strategic plan of the
Arizona Game and Fish departnent "to drive a single use of the
resource at the expense of other nultlple uses.

1. RIPARTAN/AQUATIC HABITAT AND SPECIES_DEPENDENT ON
RIPARIAN/AQUATIC HABITAT:

The ACGA supports the enhancenent of riparian/aquatic habitat
use. Riparian habitat mnagenent nmust be considered as part of
the whole resource context, including  surrounding  uplands.
There is ample data developed by the BLM that denonstrates
livestock grazing can occur on riparian areas Wwithout damaging
riparian areas and when properly managed wll maintain and
enhance the riparian/aquatic habitat. Ye suggest |anguage be
added to the plan acknow edging the inportance of riparian areas
to livestock grazing and riparian managenent as one part of the
total resource.

2. SPECIES IDENTIFIED FOR REINTRODUCTIONS IN_FISH AND WILDLIFE

S]ggVICE PLANS :
ACGA supports a col\aboratlhve process for the consideration

of wldlife reintroductions. The collaborative process should
pe described in the plan. Consideration should be given to
impacts on each mltiple-use by reintroduction and their inpact
on the local econony as well as the, potential for endangernent
of human life.

DESERT TORTOISE:
There is considerable data devel oped which show that grazing is
not the primary factor in the concern for survival of the desert
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Mr. Steve Knox
June 12, 1990
Page {

4. EER:

The ACGA finds the language unclear as to how the increase in
te Bighorn Sheep population” in the Eagle Creek area fits wth
other multiple wuse, including grazing. in that area. W
support integrated resource nmnagenent to address these
specific wildlife levels.

5. MULE DEER:

e ACGA has reports from our nmenbers that mule deer populations
are heavily inpacted by an excessive predator population in the
Saf ford District. ~ The livestock industry is on record that
Arizona‘s mule Deer populations gre low. \Vegetation managenent
can enhance habitat, but. as a study on a specific Mile Deer
herd in the Sierra Nevada illustrated, uncontrolled predators
reduced the herd from 17,000 aninals to 7,500 within a
relatively short period O tine. This issue has nore conponents
than are described in the plan and needs to be restated.

6. OAK WOODLANDS AND SPECIES DEPENDENT ON OAK WOODLAND HABITAT:

The plan does not provide resource criteria for the ogaals
stated. Ye refer tg our coments on reintroduction of species
relative to Item c¢.  The statement that bear populationswoul d
be benefited by inproved habitat conditions raises several

concerns. Nui sance bear and lion on the Safford District are
already a problem which are not addressed in this plan. The
ACGA supports nmnagenent of bear and lion population |Ievel. in

relation to their native prey population Ilevels.

7.  WETLANDS:

The AcCGA finds the management goals too general. Ye further
object to the acquisition of private propety by the Federal
Government. It is not denpnstrated that there is a need for
additional wetlands in this district. Addi ti onal wetlands  that
would serve nigrating waterfow nmmy be available at a lower cost
in other areas.

8. OTHER SPECI ES AND HABITAT OF INTEREST:

The ACGA supports the Safford District in managing priority
species on public lands. In the Safford District there are many
intermingled lands and adjoining lands that would be influenced
by mnagement prescriptions developed by this plan. We support
an integrated approach in the developnent of managenent

criteria.

Please advise us of any other coments that affect Iivestock
grazing.  and please keep us informed as to the significant dates
for additional " input this plan is finalized

P
William A. mfnbbon
Presi dent
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Tuusnn Rod and Gni Clnb

P.0.BOX 12921 TUCSON. ARIZONA 85732

District Manager

Bureau of La"* Management

4425 E. 4th Street

Safford, Az 85546 June 12, 1990

Subject: safford District Resource Management Plan (RMP)
Attention: M. Steve Knox, RMP Team Leader

The review copy of the sSafford District Resource Management Plan
(RMFP), BEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIS), DRAFT, is a" impres-
sive workproduct by @ public agency managemeant team. The agency
and personnel responsible for this valuable resource docunent are
to be commended. Their commitment to the highest professional
standards s evident and signals a" inportant dedication to the
fullest possible devel opment of subsequent, more specific
activity plans.

Tucson Rod and Gun Club (TR&GC) appreciates the opportunity to
comment and reguests that it be provided with all notices and
publications pertaining to the adoption end implementation of the
final plan.

on March 23rd of this year our organization subnitted a prepared
statenent to the Rational Public Lands Advisory Council at its
neeting in Tucson.A copy of that statenent is attached and is
submtted as a portion Of our conments on the Safford District
RMP/EIS.

ISSUR ! - ACCESS

Tucson Rod and @un Cub (TR&GC) supports the access acquisition
alternatives identified in Alternative A (The Prefered Alter-
native, TRRGC also supports the addition of the area in the
vlcinity of Portal,T. 16 S. R 31 R, Sec. 17 as identified in

Comments from AG&FD Region v (locked gate preventing access to
BLM and Forest Service | ands, .

TRhGC 1s especially pleased to gee the Jackson Cabin Road. about
5.1/2 miles, identified for reconstruction to provide vehicle
access ywp to the Rational Porest boundary. 1" addition, acqui-
sition Of legal adninistrative access on the Pipeline Road end
its majinenance t0 a |-wheel drivestandard is supported by the
TR .

ACEC

TR&GC supports Alternative A in 15 of the 17 ACECs es proposed
with the following two (2) exceptions:

Bopjta Creek ACEC: Consideration should be give" to desig-
nation per Aternative B for the entire 30,240 acre vater-
shed as an ACEC, This single deviation from the Preferred
Alternative allows for the nanagenent of the interconnected
uplands and streambed for the Bonita Ceek watershed.

Gila Box outstanding Natural Area ACEC: TRhGC supports
Alternative R specifically to close the river bottoms to
off-highway vehicle wuse. ©Only necessary administrative
access should be allowed for the management of the ACEC.

Qur organization agrees with the recommendation for Congressional
designation of a segment of the @ila River from a point about
mles above Dripping Spring Wash to Winkelman for inclusion in
the Rational wildend Scenic River System.

ISR 3 - OFF-HIGBAY
TRRGC supports Alternative A as proposed in the RMP/RIS.
ISSE 4 - R

TR&GC supports Alternative A as proposed in the RMP/EIS. oOur
organization is especially interested in the development of the
riparian inventory system and its' baseline conditions. This
system baseline data will be crucial to the protection of water
rights on perennial streams or rivers as well as the water rights
on springs and ponds.

MARAGRMENT CORCERNS 1 - 10, INCLOSIVE

TRRGC supports the Managenent Concerns objectives and actions as
proposed in Aternative A in the RMP/EIS. Wldlife habitat
management and the development and protection of available
waters, ponds or springs must be a management priority. We view
the 10 Management Concerns €s parts of the "hole. TRRGCexpects
federal and “state agencies to cooperate to the fullest extent
practicable in the WIldlife and Habitat Management Plans.

Two potential state-level actions or e "e"ts may affect implemen-
tation of any final plan. First, Arizona CGovernor Mofford created
on way 18, 1990, by Executive Order No. 90-10, a Governor's Task
Force on gnviron.gntal Impact Assessments. Tining and inpact of
the inplementation of an Arizona mini-RRPA for state agency ac-
tions or for any public agency allocating state or federal nonies
can't be determined et this tinme. California's experiences with
its' CREQA have not bee" without controversy in its application to
wildlife management and depradation control programs.
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Secondly, a group has taken out an initiative, No.12-I-90, to
place on the November ballot a proposal to ban the use of leghold
traps, snares, poison, flammable or pyrotechnic device on any
state or other public land. Again the impact or implications of
the proposal can not be defined at this time. As of this date it
can't be determined if the group will be able to file the reguir-
ed signatures by the July 5, 1990 deadline,

Lin Hall, President

Tucaon Rod and Gun_ Cub
on beﬁa\f of the Oficers and Executive Board

Tcsnn le and Gnn Clnh

P.O.BOX 12921 TUCSON. ARIZONA 85732

Statement of the Tucson Rod and Gun Club
prepared for the Record of
National Public Lands Advisory Council
Hotel Patk Tucson, Tucson, Arizona
Priday March 23, 1990

The Tucson Rod and Gun Club is a sportsmens' organization committed to balanced
public policies for the protection of Arizona's wildlife and for the protection of
the natural habitat supporting viable game and nongame populations. Qur over 3,200
family members represent the demographic diversity that has been a cornerstone of
organized participation in Southern Arizona natural resource management policy.
Our meabers enjoy hunting, fishing, hiking and back king in develops
primitive settings throughout Southern Arizona. Our members enjoy natural scenic
areas and the elusive opportunity to savor the experience of quality solitude.

As sportsmen and responsible citizens we are committed to:

The highest level of legal and physical access compatible with multiple use
management. Access to or across public lands as well as access to or across
private lands is to be achieved and maintained by cooperative, good faith
negotiations.

The devel of compr plans for the long-term management of our
States' wildlife by working with public and private entities for the best
balance of conservation and sultiple use resource development.

The fullest possible public participation at all stages of the process from
conceptualization to implementation.

The Tucson Rod and Gun Club is a party to a public lands use agreesent and we appre-
ciate the dynamics at play in our changing society. Because we are a beneficiary of a
broad multiple use policy, and understand the expense related thereto, we expect all
conditions or terms of agreements entered into by public agencies with other private
parties or or ions will be and expeditiously enforced without
exception. Specifically, we demand that all agreements and conditions pertaining to
physical and legal access to public land be enforced to the maximum extent permitted
in law, regulation or contract. Further, we expect without exception, evasion or trick
that agr for the and protection of water rights and maintenance
of water delivery systems and hardware to will be enforced as agreed.

The Officers and Executive Board of the Tucson Rod and Gun Club appreciate the
opportunity to submit this statement for the record, We ask that a copy of the record
for this meeting be made available and, further, that the Club be added to the mailing
list for all notices of meetings, programs and publications of the National Public
Council or any of its committees or working groups.

Executive Board Member
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Steve Knox, RNP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th Street,

Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox,

Thanks for this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for
the Safford District, and I appreciate your extending the comment
period. I have lived within the district for two years and
traveled extensively within it ever since I’ve lived in AZ. I
will comment on only a fev places in this letter.

The BLM Safford District manages the best riparian areas
left in the desert southwvest. All riparian araes left in the
gtate mhould be protected as the national treasures they are.

I vould encourage you to protect the entire Eagle Creek watershed
as_wilderness with no possibility of further mining.

I would like to see protection for the Gila River downgtream
of Coolidge Dam to Winkelman and the Gila Box, especially from
ORV use.

I
oppose unrestricted travel in the Aravaipa wvatershed. 0f course,
liwmited foot and horse travel is fine (as under the current
wilderness demignation) as is non-motorized travel.
Reconstructing Virgus Canyon Road and gaining legal access to the
wvest end of Aravaipa Wildernese (Plan B, Issue 1, sections 7a and
8a) will only incremse the ORV use in the area, and will
subsequently increase dust, trash, air and noise pollution,
vegetation and wildlife destruction (increasing stress on desert
bighorns, Mexican black havks?) and wmost importantly soil
erosion. In a watershed with resources such ae Aravaipa (best
example of native flora and fauna in the state, including fish,
birds, and large mammalian predators) any threat must be
minimized. At the upper end, I feel that East Turkey Creek Road
(Plan A Issue 1, section 7f) should not be reconstructed for the
same reasons. This road would allow upper Turkey Creek (with its
perennial pools, native fiah, and Mexican spotted owls) to become
trashed like the lower end. The report wentions closing Oak
Grove Canycn to ORV use (Plans A, B, and C), but since it is
pretty much inaccessible anyvay, L.wauld rather see upger Tuckey
Creek closed to QRV'g.

»

‘It seems to we that your objectives are inconsistent with
continued cattle grazing. The report ssys that restoring native
grasslands is one objective of the BLN Safford District, yet I
don’t see hov thia can be accomplished with continued grazing.
The damage cattle cause on our public lands (alteration of both
@20il structure and biological commuinities) cannot be tolerated.
Do we know enough about the ecosystem function of cryptogawmic
soils to have cattle trample them away? I would auggest a rest
for the Aravaipa wvatershed for at least the life of this plan.
Another objective I would like to see materialized is the
reintroduction of endemic species, especially endangered endemics

such as the Mexican wvolf. Cattle grazing should be discontinued
on public lands, since thig conflicte with your stated
objectives. In addition, I don’t believe that cattle ranching
should be subsidized by taxpayers. If ranchers were charged the
market price for grazing public lands, they would find it
uneconomical. Eliminating publiic lands grazing in the West, which
produces only 1.6%X of our beef production wvould have little
effect upon the industry as a whole or the economy of the regaion.
rounds, public arazina ghould be

Thank you,

Hatth}v R Brown

1029 S. Wilson #14
Tempe AZ. 85281
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Caryl Mary Williams
1029 S. Wilson Avenue, #14,
Tewmpe, AZ 85287

Steve Knox, RMP Team lLeader
Bureau of Land Managewent
425 E. Ath Street,

Safford, AZ 85546

Dear Mr. Knox,

Thanks for this opportunity to comsent on the Draft EIS for
the Safford District, and I appreciate your extending the comment
period.

Rs a student of native fish biology, I have been intimately
involved with many areas under consideration in this plan. My
Master®s work at ASU is on the migration of native fishes in
Aravaipa Creek, and as such this area is my main concern.

1 _oppose unrestricted travel in the Aravaipa watershed. Of
course, limited foot and horse travel is fine (as under the
current wilderness designation) as is nonmotorized travel.
Reconstructing Virgus Canyon Road and gaining legal access to the
west end of Aravaipa Wilderress (Plan B, Issus 1, sections 7a and
8a) will only increase the ORV use in the area, and will
subsequently increase dust, trash, air and noise pollution,
vegetation and wildlife destruction (increasing stress on desert
bighorns, Mexican black hawks?) ard most importantly soil
erosion. In a watershed with resources such as Aravaipa (best
example of native flora and fauna in the state, including fish,
birds, and large mammalian predators) any threat must be
winimized. 6t the upper end, 1 feel that East Turkey Creek Road
(Plan A lssus 1, section 7f) should not be reconstructed for the
same reasons. This road would allow upper Turkey Creek (with its
perennial pools, native fish, and Mexican spotted owls) to becowe
trashed like the lower end. The report mentions closing Oak
6rove Canyon tc ORV use (Plans R, B, and C), but since it is

pretty much inaccessible anyway, 1 would rather see upper Turkey
Creek closed.

finother important issue is cattle grazing. The report says
that restoring native grasslands is one objective of the BLM
Safford District, yet 1 don't see how this can be accomplished
with continued grazing. The damage cattle cause on our public
lands (alteration of both s0il structure and biological
comminities) cannot be tolerated. Do we know encugh about the
scosystem function of cryptogamic soils to have cattle trample
thew away? [ would Sugoest @ rest from grazing for the Oravaipa

1 would like to see materialized is the preintroduction of endemic
species, especially endangered endemics such as the Mexican wolf.
It sewws to me that sose of your better objectives (restoring
grasslands and reintr ing endewi ies) are i istent
with continued grazing.
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During the course of my work here in Arizoma, 1 have also
had the pleasure of working on the Gila River. Hikes I have
taken up Bonita and Eagle Creeks have emphasized the importance
of riparian habitat to creatures of the desert. The bat caves up
Eagle Creek are an important nursery ground for the species, and
as pollinators for saguaros (with far ranging, possibly flood-
dampening root systews), the bats play an ieportant role in the
Sonoran desert ecosystes. To allow mining in the watershed of
the nursery would surely destroy the nurturing attributes that it
now holds. I _feel the bat caves and the entire Eagle Creek
watershed should be preserved.

I's glad to hear that Bonita Creek now holds beaver apain.
The native Gila intermedia may yet make a cromeback. The
watershed of Bonita Creek should be preserved as a msodel systes
of a desert stream. Many aspects have been studied intensively,
and in that regard can be likened to the Hubbard Brook
Experimental Stream (New Hampshire).

i oul
pot be ORV use. That region of the Gila River may well serve as
a refugia for native fish, and could be a prime reintroduction
site sometime in the future,

Again, thank you for this opportunity. 1 look forward to
beirg informed of any updates of the plan, and the final draft
when it is prepared. Bood luck®

Very sincerely,
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ELIZABETH T. WOODIN
3600 M. LARREA LANE
TUCBON, AZ BETIS

PESPONSE VEORANDUM

TO1 Ray A, Brady, Disirict Yanager
Bureau of Land ¥anagement, Safford District Office
425 B, 4th St.
Safford, Arizona 85546

FROMy Elizabeth T. Woodin, representing = self
R% Draft Safford District Besource Management Plan
DATE; June 12, 1990

The Saffcrd District of the BIM should be highly comended for a well
organized, well thought cut and conprehensive draft ZMP, Such praise is
especially appropriate in light of the many conplex and controversial
issues involved in formulating a plan of this scope.

Preferred Alternative A denpnstrates the Bureau's keen awareness of the
necessity of an agressive managenent role in the protection of Arizona's
few remaining riparian areas from the many human pressures brought to bear
on them It weg those pressures which were largely responsible for the
extirpation of 954 of the riparian habitat which existed in the state before
the advent of angles. Preferred Ailternative A quite adequately addresses the
BIN's mandate for nultiple use, tuat does so keeping in mnd the best and
most appropriate us** for those areas of biological and/or cultural richness
which are particularly fragile and easily prone to degradation. There &re,
however, several areas which | feel arg not as well reflected in Preferred
Alternative A as they could be.

First, with regard to the »uleshoe CMA and particulariy Tssue #] = Access,

| applaud the decision to acquire |egal access to the pipeline road for
admnistrative purposes only. That route was carved out for construction
purposes;along a nostly straight line with no regard for the geogrzphical
contours in its path. assuch it has great potential for erosion and for
endangerment. to personal safety and is therefore inappropriate as a public
access route. The Jackson Cabin Z%oad, however,does provide a gafer and nore
environmentally sound access corridor. Kogt people wishing to explore the
*uleshoe would naturally follow such a south 10 north path as they would want
to move towards the Galiuro Mountains and the W®Wilderness Area.

The prescription for-management of the 3I¥ lands on the Muleshoe as outlined
in Preferred Alternative A's Swamp- Springs = Hot Springs Watershed ACECis
general |y worthy of support and shows a great deal of sensitivity to ths

. unique features for which the Muleshoe is being cerefully maneged by
the” Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management and The ¥ature Conservancy.
The Pew exceptions | would take to the ACEC as described would be in the
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RESPONSE T0 DRAFT SAFFORD DI STRICT OF
FROM Elizabeth 7, Woodin

boundaries in the north and south ea
Springs area. That latter feature shc
nor should sections 29 and 32 in the
Those sections gpntain drainages jnte
its hydrological and ripariam integri
ACEC, In addition, | would seriously
Canyon from the ACEC.

One final concern | would have regar
for the unique concentration of ripa
is mning. A closure of those fragile
rich but not particularly mineralogi
another inportant gtep towards the ki
for that ecological treasure.

With reference to the proposed manage
geem to Ne that Alternative B best a
values for which it is renowned. Hell
an inportant tributary to Aravaipa Q
beautiful, unusual and fragile ripari
under an ACEC in either preferred Al
inclusion of the Worth Rim country in
with the Wlderness Plan for Aravaip:
table lands in order to nost adequate
vegetational integrity of Aravaips Ca
spelled out with regard 4o Alternativ
be incorporated into such a plan. The
ona which is rather inpractical to co
sufficient water to the table lands ¢
torage for the cattle up there in orc
zone along Turkey Creek. It is hoped
other livestock allptments will be re

In conclusion, | have learned a great
information provided in the Safford [
forward to the District's regponse to
offered that omportunity fOr ‘coment.
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ElPaso £o 8o
EL PASQ. TEXAS 79978
Naturat Gas Company PHONE: 915-541-2600

June 12, 1990

M. Steve Knox

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
425 E. 4th street

Saf ford, AZ 85546

Re: Draft Safford District Rescurce Management Plan
and Environmental Tmpact_ Statement

Dear Mr. Knox:

El Paso Natural Gas Company (El Paso) operates one of the country's
| argest natural gas transportation systens, located in the
southwestern United States. Since a number of E Paso's pipelines
and conpressor stations are within the Safford District, we have a
vital interest in the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM's) land and
resource management planning for the district.

Ve are particularly interested in tw proposed special management
areas that are crossed by existing E Paso npipelines:

[+] Muleshoe Ranch - El Paso's 30" 0.D. Waha to Ehrenberg Line
crosses this area. ,nronpsed for develooment of a Coordinated
Resource Management Plan, for 7 niles.’

<] Bo W_jg_\m}_%in_(?cenic ggzs « El Paso's 26" O.D. California
Ma‘lln ine and adjacent 30" O.D. California First Loop Line
cross this proposed Area of Critical Environnental ~ Concern
(ACEC) for approximately 1.5 niles.

HMDP_&B&MB&S establishing the Muleshoe Ranch as a
right-of-way “avoidance area. El Paso is concerned about the inpact
this designation could have on possible future expansion along its
Waha to Ehrenberg Line. Should a second pipeline prove necessary
in tlie future, | Paso would favor locating it adjacent to its
existing line rather wusing a" entirely new route that avoids the
Muleshoe Ranch.

Location of a new line next to a" existing line is desirable for a
variety of reasons, not the |least of which is reduction of
environmental inpacts by confining nuch of the construction-related
disturbance to previously disturbed areas. W recommend that the
designation of the Muleshoe Ranch as a right-of-ny avoidance area
be qualified to ensure that possible future l|ocation of a new
pipeline adjacent to E Paso's existing line is not precluded.
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M. steve Knox
June 12, 1990
Page 2

Bovie Mountain Scenic ACEC The Bovie Mountain Scenic = ACEC
presents a simTar sifuation. BLM proposes establishing the area
as a right-of-way exclusion area. No future pipeline adjacent to
El Paso's existing tw lines crossing the ACEC would be permitted.
We recommend that this managenent prescription for the ACEC be
nmodified to permit a future pipeline adjacent to the exi sting

lines if it can be denonstrated that the environmental advantages

of paralleling the existing lines outweigh the disadvantages of

construction wthin the ACEe,

Finally, it agg)ears the proposed A1l American Pipeline corridor
shown on Na is approximately one nmle south of the existing Al
American Pipeline (and El Paso's 30" D.D. waha t0 Ehrenberg Line).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Safford
District Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statenent.

Sincerely,
-—-:);é‘, SPLQ\./
John A Sl_gr_oul, Jr.

seni or vi ronnent al Sci enti st
Envi ronnent al and Safety Affairs Department

380



172

Th .
Natur%* The Arizona Nature Conservancy

CO ncy 300 East University Boulevard. Suite 230, Tucson. Arizona 85705
(602) 622-3861

M. Ray Brady 8 June, 1990
Saf ford District

Bureau of Land Management

47.5 E. 4th Street

Safford. AZ 85546

Dear M. Brady,

W appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your
draft Resource Management Plan for the Safford District. W
offer the following coments to ensure that the Plan adequately
addresses the nmanagenent of rare and endangered species of plants
and animals and their habitats, and the nanagenent of sensitive
natural comunities.

Qur response to the RMP is organized in two parts: first,
some general comments about broad issues that we feel are
inportant in the plan, and second, page-by-page comments of a
more specific nature where the text of the RMP could be clarified
or inproved.

Riparian Habitat:

The Safford District contains by many criteria the highest
quality riparian habitat found on BLM lands in Arizona, perhaps
in the entire Southwestern United States. From a mlti-state,
and nulti-agency, perspective, the Safford District has a
disproportionately large amount of riparian habitat. A
discussion in the Sumery and/or Affected Environment sections
enphasizing the extraordinary variety and extent of riparian
habitats and species on the Safford District would help put the
management attention given to riparian areas in the RMP into
regional  perspective.

Because the Safford District possesses a" unmatched wealth
of riparian and wetland resources, it consequently has a
proportionately large responsibility for protecting those
resources. The regional inportance of these wetland and riparian
resources is apparent from many points of view including:

-- The variety of riparian habitats such as Cottonwood-
Wllow forest, Mxed Broadleaf Deciduous forests,
Mesquite Bosque woodland, and-Cienega marsh.

The nunber of endangered and sensitive rlpanan-dependant
speci es including Loach minnow, Spikedace, Gila Chub, Deser
fish Gila Topminnow, Lowand 'Leopard Frog,  Mexican
rl? $nake, Gay Hawk, Slack Hawk, and nany others.
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—— The extent of riparian habitat with many niles of flowing
streans along the San Pedro River, Aravaipa Creek, Bonita
COreek, Eagle Creek, Gila Rver, Redfield Canyon, Hot Springs
Canyon, Sass Canyon, and others.

__ The amount of recreational use these areas receive with
thousands of visitors each year enjoying Aravaipa Canyon,
Bonita Oeek, the Gila River, and the San Pedro River and
the concomitant economic value this provides the state.

W reiterate these points to enphasize that these resources
possess nmuch more than just local inportance, and must be
recognized as such in the Plan.

W strongly support the Safford District in taking the |ead
in manaaging riparian resources and associated wldlife habitat
values with the riparian nmanagenent guidelines that are proposed
in the RMP (pgs. 29-31, 36 item 5, 247, 249). These managenent
guidelines are anong the best that we have see" for riparian
areas on BLM land in Arizona. The San Pedro Riparian
Conservation Area Mnagement Plan sets a standard for other BLM
Districts to follow in mmnaging riparian areas.

W support the Safford District's proposal to acquire
additional lands that include key riparian areas and their
wat er sheds and habitat for threatened and endangered species. 1"
particular, the Conservancy urF the Safford District to
consider acquiring additional ands along portions of the San
Pedro River and its mjor tributaries from the Mxico border to
its confluencewith the Gila River at Winkelman. The information
available to wus, including information provided by the Arizona
Department of Game and Fish's Nongame Data Mnagenent System
clearly indicates that additional areas outside the San Pedro
River garlan National Conservation Area should he glven top
priority acquisition by the Bureau of Land Management

Several riparian habitat islands along portions of the |ower
San Pedro River provide key stepping stones for nmigratory birds
which have bee" identified in several studies as critical natural
areas which nmerit protection.  Several perenni al tributary
systems serve as refugia for native fish species and are integral
conponents of the San~ Pedro River ecosystem that would benefit
from greater public owership and management. The San Pedro
River is one o? the few undammed, nejor river systems in the
Southwest and the BLM has the opportunity to make a significant
contribution to its long term protection.

The Aravaipa Canyon W]/derness Management Plan (ACWMP)
cuides nmnagenent activities for what many believe is the prenier
natural area on the entire Safford District. However, the acwMp
ig not cited in the Summary or Description of Alternatives as a
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e ACWMP should be cited and Aravaipa Vatershed which we discuss

Alternatives as the management guidelines

! houl d it hd f i |
that is common to all alternatives. all ACECs should be wi fawn from fm nera

areas Of Critical Environmental concern:

We support the designation of the ACEC's proposed in the RMP they are often

riparian and grassland habitat. proposed ACEC's contain usually not born by those who create

Bravaipa and Muleshoe Ranch ACECs.

Muleshoge Ranch ACEC As participants

Muleshoe Ranch Cooperative

internationally significant bat roost in Arizona.

ACEC nanagenent Muleshoe CMA agreement.

in the cave muth ACEC we propose a nodified
alternatives A and B (see
the Sgza Mesa area outside

hantha_r obbi nsoru proposed boundary,

d in the ACEC. Ve

pauciflora and
the area and my be foun
Safford District

coordinated wth

Zool ogi cal - Bot ani cal the Muleshoe Ranch

alternative for swanp Springs-Hot springs
New Mexico and

Cor onado Mountain and Willcox Playa ACECs (pg.

two rare plant assemblages, the Arizona e,
comunity and saline playa

cypress-Mexican pinyon Cochise and Gaham Counties,
potential for the area as low.

Mining clains would
dangerous impacts

resource values

; Aravaipa Creek ACEC (
the Swamp  Springs- Hot € Aravaipa ershed ~ ACEC boundaries as
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B. Aravaipa Creek may well be the most significant, most
sensitive, and best know' natural resource on the Safford
District, and es such it deserves the best possible nanagenment.
Ve feel ‘that this can be best acconplished by giving ACEC
designation to watershed areas adjacent to the canyon to direct

nminl  mEnACEmEnt ot e T
spacial management attention thers.

The importance Of the watershed in the tablelands area
adjacent to the canyon is enphasized by the increase in stream
flow from 18 CFS on"the east end to 25 cfs on the west
end,suggesting a strong relationship between the hydrology of the
tablelands watershed and the stream Also, Minckley (1981,
Ecological Studies of Aravaipa Creek) discusses the-inportance of
clear-water flows originating in the tablelands that
counterbalance the silt-lade" flows from the wupper valley to
maintain diverse aquatic microhabitat types. This emphasizes the
importance of nanaging the watershed to mninize soil erosion and
steam siltation in the tablelands. These hydrologic benefits are
derived from both the north and south slopes, and hence ACEC
designation should enconpass both slopes.

The Aravaipa Canyon Wlderness Mnagenent Plan (BLM, 1988)
referenced in the RMP on page 33 provides guidance for the
managenent of the tablelands "in the aAravaipa watershed for the
benefit of the riparian habitat and the wildlife that depend on
it. Management  objectives stated in the ACWMP are: "To manage
the canyon corridor and side canyons so that natural ecol ogical
processes continue to repair the pgor vegetation condition caused

prior to wlderness designation." and "To increase fine fuels on
the tablelands (i.e. grasses) to the point that natural fires can
return vegetation to grassland conditions."” The plan states
further that "The nmmjor enphasis of wldlife managenent in the
ACW wll be on allowing natural processes to control the

evolution of the riparian habitat. ,,, Mnagenent of the
tablelands “ill also be geared to the free operation of natural

processes. " we believe that acconplishing these goals requires
a watershed ACEC, and believe it is only reasonable to insist

that BELM tablelands, as referenced in the aAcwmp, be managed in a
manner that is consistent with that plan.

Special nanagenent attention should be given to all land
uses and managenent activities in the Aravaipa watershed. All
proposed and existing management prescriptions shoul be

evaluated in the context of managing for riparian and endangered
species resource values as the over-riding goal of management in
the Aravaipa watershed.

We strongly support the Aravaipa Wtershed ACEC mnagenent
prescription proposed in Aternative B as the best alternative
for accomplishing the goals identified by BLM in the RACWMP which
guides management of the area. However, the prescription for
grazing in ‘the ACEC is sonewhat vague. Although we support the

proposed prescription for our Sout
management  prescriptions should be
basis for each allotnent in the |
Management  Plans should be writter
acconplishing the ACEC resource

Regardless of the specific
for the Aravaipa Watershed ACEC,
defining _Linmits of Acceptable Chan
and Wilderness Area goals. The
annually and evaluated relative t
shoul d ge modified to correct con
Limts of Acceptable Change.

Because of the conplexity of
inportance of the resources there
a high priority for drafting a 1

Several mmnagement objectives
archeol ogi cal resources that woul
ecol ogical resources of the Aravai
include patrolling sensitive site
investigations, devel opnent  of a
resource, end developing a col
educat i onal program Al of th
the context of current land uses
activities perhaps the most impo:
guide other management actions, i
understanding the relationships L
water quality and quantity in the
also address the relationship bet
Sensi tive wildlife popul ati ons.

W recommend that the Aravai
mineral entry and to surface ocC
watershed would place one of the
in Arizona at risk from toxic sy
siltation. Cosure to nineral ent
conflict with mining interests b
area is low The U'S Bureau of
mineral potential and for the mo:
mneral s. The only site in the
located "ear Table Mbuntain, is
of the low grade and especially !
of . Mnes. 1988. Mneral Resources
Graham and Pinal Counties, Arizon
File Report 38-88).

Roads/ Access:

W feel that the public shoul
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the use and enjoynent of public lands, and we agree with BLM that
the neans of access should be based on a Transportation Plan with
appropriate public input that is designed to assure that
sensitive resources are protected from adverse effects (pg. 16).
User groups may not reglize that we permit public access across
our Pprivate property to BLM land in several areas including
Jackson Cabin road on the Muleshoe Ranch, the east end of
Aravaipa Ceek, the foot trail at the west end of Aravaipa Ceek,
and the Table Muntain Pass road from Turkey Creek to Mammoth.

W oppose the opening of the East Turkey Creek (Ditmars)
road (pg. 24) because it would pose a major threat to a
significant riparian area, and it would not significantly inprove
access to any areas that are not already accessible by car. The
route is down a steep, unstable hillside of cobbly alluvium that
is prone to erosion, and which has bee" determined to be
unsuitable for use as a roadway by BLM staff in a 1981 review of
the road. Qpening a road at this area would lead to increased
erosion and sedinent deposition in Turkey Creek, with likely
adverse effects on the riparian commnity there, including
Erigeron piscaticus which is a candidate “for listing as
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reatene o endangered. Turkey Creek should be closed to OH
use above the point “at which the Table Muntain road |eaves the
canyon bott om

Wen proposing to open a road, we feel that BLM should
address the additional managenent effort that wll be needed as a
result of increased wuse of newy accessible areas. For example,
opening the virgus Road (pg. 24) would allow vehicular access to
sensitive, remote parts of the Aravaipa Creek watershed and would
conpromise wlderness management in the Aravaipa Canyon
W | der ness Area. This is a" inportant wldlife area and has
potentially erodible soils if vehicles are wused off of roadways.
W feel that it would be inappropriate to open such an isolated,
sensitive area unless a comitment is mde to devote manpower to
patrol and nmanage it. At a time when BLM is considering reducing
the patrol effort of wlderness rangers at Aravaipa Creek, we are
concerned that such a commitnent might not be possible due to
budget constraints.

Page- by- page Comment s:

Pg. 7 Under the WIdlife Habitat managenent concern the control
of exotic fish in natural streams should be added. Exotic fish a
one of the mmjor threats to endangered native fish populations.

Pg. 8 Wth regard to Recreation, oOne question that should also
be addressed is, as recreational opportunities and facilities are
expanded and visitor wuse grows, what level of staffing and
funding will be needed to insure that sensitive resources are not
damaged by recreational use?
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Pg. 9 Soil erosion should be addressed as a minagemenb §glcTH1
district-wide, not just in the San Simon valley.  \Vhere |

the district should erosion control activities be inplenented,
and wee in the district does erosion pose a threat-to sensitive
species or  habitats?

Pg. 15 Add Aravaipa Canyon W]/derness Managenent Plan as one of
the guiding management planning docunents common to all
alternatives.

Pg. 15 It would te helpful to provide a list of existing
interagency agreements that are in effect. For exanple, do they
include coop Haitt Management Plans with Arizona Game and Fish
such as the Dripping Springs HMPatAravaipa?

Pg. 17 Wth regard to ACEC mnagement plans, have schedules and
Staffing assignments bee" nmade to assure that planning for these
important areas will proceed in a timely mnner?

Pg. 18, 2nd paragraph It would be helpful if you would define
"good or better ecol ogi cal condition. The Conservancy has some
expertise in evaluating riparian habitat and we would” be pleased
to provide input into riparian habitat analysis guidelines.

3 fF Wth regard to soil erosion, accurate baseline data and
intensive nonitoring are needed to evaluate whether watershed
éroslon conditions are being “mmintained or enhanced." |s such
a" rgsion nonitoring program being planned?

Pg. 23-24 You propose preparing a District Transportation Plan
that will identify road access and closure needs, gg it appears
somewhat inconsistent to identify numerous roads to open and

] 72 - |3 close before the transportation plan is prepared.  These actions
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should be postponed wuntil after the transportation plan is
prepared, wth appropriate public input.

Pg. 27 Wlderness designation does not necessarily acconplish
the same goals as ACEC designation. For exanple, in the Dry
Spring and Swanp Springs-Hot springs ACEC grazing is excluded to
protect riparian habitat, but grazing is not excluded from

wi | der ness areas. Managenent prescriptions designed to protect
sensitive resources in ACECs must not be lost if managenent
designation is changed to wilderness.

Pg. 28 1Issue 3. Al riparian areas with perennial stream flow
should be <closed to Of-highway vehicles.

Pg.29 Add as a" action for riparian areas the preparation of a
interpretive/educational program such as you have proposed for
Cultural Resources (pg. 37-38).

380-D



|72_ lel Pg. 33 Item 7. Add Aravaipa Canyon Mtershed ACEC as a right-

I72- 17

I72-18
I72-19

of-way exclusion area.

Pg. 33 "hat are the boundaries of the Aravaipa SRMA, dc they
correspond tc the wilderness area? Turkey Creek shoul d be
included within the Aravaipa SRMA due tc the rapidly increasing
recreational use cf te area.

Pg. 34 "0.4 The Watson Wash Hot Well site includes a population
cf endangered Gila Topminnow, SO any proposed recreational

devel opnent of the site should take into consideration protection
of this rare fish.

Pg. 35-36 Add Aravaipa and Swanp Springs-Hot Springs ACEC? to
areag withdraw' from mnineral entry, nineral sales and surface
occupancy .,

pPg. 40 Recent taxonomic revisions have resulted in the followina
name changes: Aster lemonii is "cw A, potosinus, Vauquelinia,

1 7 2 2 O pauciflora IS now V. _qggg%%m_c_a var, pauciflora. Also Erig%ron_
- prscaticus and Lilaeopsis shaffneriana var. Leﬂlﬂ@ shoul'd™ be
T ant

agded tc the |iST_of prrority TKE P specres. umex
orthoneurus is found at higher elevations and is “almost certainly
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not  found on the district.

Pg. 41-42 W congratulate you on being a leader in Arizona in
managing water resources Wth your Instream Flow permit at
Aravaipa and Unique Waters application at Bonita Creek.

Pg. 131 Recent analysis of the mineral potential of the Table
Mountain area indicates that the estimated comercial value there
is $0.5 mllion, not $22.2 nillion as stated in Table 3-1 (US
Bureau of M nes. 1988. M neral Resources Of the Aravaipa Study
Area. Gaham and Pinal Counties, Arizona, Mneral Land

Assessnent, Open File Report 38-88).

Pg. 138 Two invert&rates should be added to the list of
Threatened and Endangered wildlife: the Bylas Spring snail
(Apachecoccus arizonae)and the Gila Tryonia snail (Tryonia
gilae). Iney are each known from one location on the drstrict,
Pg.151. W support a" active prescribed burn program tg manage
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grassland nhabitat.

Pg. 160 |" the long run, riparian vegetation receives high, "ct
moderate, benefits from establishment of Instream Flow rights.

Pg. 183, item 37 and pg. 184 item 29. The Muleshoe pipeline road
was created for ¢onstruction purposes only and should "ct
opened for public use. It runscloseto Bass and Hot Springs
Creeks on steep, erosion-prone hillsides. Regmlar use of this
road woul d lead tg erosion and siltation problems in these
sensitive streans.

10

Pa. 190, 194 Chenical treatment should not be considered as a
method for vegetation management in the Turkey Creek or Hct

|72— 24 Springs watersheds due tc riskstc water quality and fish
populations.

include Erigeron piscaticus and Lilaeopsis ssg.
recurva o€l whiCH agée candidates fpr T1!sting Dby € Fish and

25 I Pg. 201 The list of Threattened and Endangered plants should
Wildlife Service.

Pg. 217 The suggestion that wilderness designation my adversely
172 261 effect wildlife is inappropriate and biased: nowhere else in the
= RMP do yoOu suggest that nanagement activities, such as opening
roads for exanple, may have adverse effects on wldife.

Pg. 238 WId and Scenic River designation can be given by either
,72_ 27' the Secretary cf Interior or Secretary of Agriculture, wthout
Congressional approval, wunder Sec. 2aii of the W and S R Act.

Pg. 247 The managenent objectives for Riparian/Aquatic habitat
are good, although somewhat vague. Could You provide a
|72- 28 definition, or guidelines, for evaluating "good™ ecological
condition in riparian habitat. Managenent obj ectives for
| riparian/aquatic habitat should address control cf exotic fish,
which are oQne of the mejor threats to native fish species.

Thank you for considering our comments c" the draft Rrmp,
which are a “conpilation cf input from several on gyr staff. I f
we can be of further help, please feel free !C contact Me.

Singerely,

715 < J s

Peter L. Warren

Public Lands Protection Planner
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MULESHOE RANCH ACEC

THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY, AWONA CHAPTER
Box 11135

PO. 11
Phoenix, AZ 85017
e
<=

ALTERNATIVE -

104

SCALE IN MILES

Basemap(E)Az. Dept. of Trans.

June 12, 1990

Mr. Ray A. Brady

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Safford District

425 E. 4th street

afford, Arizona 85546

Dear Mr. Brady:

Re: Review of Safford Resource Management Plan (RMP) and
Environmental Impact Statement

The Arizona Chapter of the Wildlife Society has reviewed the above-
referenced RMP, and we would like to submit the following ¢omments.

First, we want to commend the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and
the RMP team members for their efforts 1n the preparation of this
comprehensive document. We realize that the integration of the
various uges of public land in the Safford District requires trade-
offs between a multitude of resource values. With this in mind,
it is pur intention to provide comments and concerns that are meant
to enhance. rather than detract from this document.

Although we generally support most of the management direction
proposed in Alternative A (the Preferred Alternative), wWe believe
that the best possible approach would be & combination of
management  directions from the Preferred Alternative and
alternative B,

To help organize our comments, we wil 1 be responding to the
specific issues and management concerns listed in the Draft RMP.

p CEUTIRECES 117113

We support the Preferred Alternative
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lasuye 2 -ACEC'S
we strongly support the designation of the 17 Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (acgc's) identified in the Draft. The

special protection afforded by the ACEC designation will benefit
the wildlife resource }p these areas.

we support Alternative B for the following ACEC's:

Bonita Creek

Turkey Creek Riparian

Desert Grasslands Research Natural Area
Dry Spring Research Natural Area

For all other AcEC's, we support the Preferred Alternative

we support the Wild and Scenic River designations recommended in
Alternative B for the gila River segments identified on pages 47
and 48, Many of Arizona’s river systems have been adversely
impacted by human activities, and we believe that the greatest
protection should be given to those portions of our rivers which
remain relatively undisturbed. As outlined in Appendix 5, the
additional protection provided by inclusion in the National Wild
and Scenic River system should not place unreasonable restrictions
onmining, livestock graging, of recreation. The designation would
protect the river from water supply dame, major diversions,
hydroelectric power facilities, and flood control works.

1 3 . off-Higt hicl

We support the designated closures in Alternative B and strongly
oppose Alternative C on this issue. Designating most of the
acreage 1in the district as "Open" to OHV use” (Alternative ¢) puts
many unique wildlife habitats and the species that depend on “these
habitats et risk.

1 4 - Ripari

We believe that the overall goal foe riparian areas on the safford
District should be to improve end then maintain 100 percent of the
vegetation in good or excellent condition. However, the RMP's
stated objective of maintaining end improvina 75 percemt of the
acres of riparian vegetation in good or &cell&t condition by 1997
is reasonable.

u ¢ 1 - wildlif bi

In general, we concur with the wildlife habitat management
objectives contained in the Draft RMP; however, the information
provided in Appendix 6 does not accurately reflect the current

173-1
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Arizona @ame and Fish Department
objectives.

The current strategic plans cal
of the habitat on BLM lands to
References to increasing populati
from an earlier plan. we recomme.
Fish Department for clarificatic

Management_Concern 2 = Lands an

We recognize tiie benefits of cc
and Wwe support the objectives and
Alternative.

Much of the riparian vegetation a
River, from the northern bour
National conservation Area to the
Pedro Rivers, has been impac
agriculture and other human a
remaining riparian habitat is |
jeopardy of being lost.

We recommend that the BLM iden
lands on the Ilower San Ped
significant riparian wildlife
acquisition of these parcels throl
to protect the high quality wilc
corridor.

Other Management Concerns

For the additional eight manag
plan. we support the Preferred

It is our hope that these comme:
changes which we feel will enhanc
be incorporated while still mee
use management.

We_would like to thank you for ti
preparation of this plan and
involved in the process.
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June 11, 1990

Mr. Ray A Brady

Distric Managef

Bureau of Land Management
Safford District Office
425 ®. 4th street

Saf ford, Az 85546

Dear M. Brady:

Re: Draft Safford District Resource Managenent Plan and
Envi ronnent al | npact St at enent {RMP/EIS)

The Arizona Game and Fish Departnent has reviewed the above-
referenced Draft, and the following comments are provided.

It is obvious that a najor effort went into the devel opment of
this draft _plan. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) should be
comended for their thoroughness in identifying issues, concerns,
and opportunities and in developing alternatives which adequately

address the various issues. " particular, the Aras of Critical

Envi ronnent al Concern (ACEC) eval uations indicate a
responsiveness to public Input and a professional analysis of the

resources.

Qur Departnent's conments on specific issues and/or concerns are
included in an attachment to this letter. Although we generally
support the management direction outlined in Aternative A (BLM's
Preferred Alternative), we have concerns with specific mnagenment
recommendat i ons cont ai ned in this Al ternative (see attachnent).

We believe that a conbination of managenent direction fromthe
Preferred Aternative and Aternative B should be considered as
the best approach in the Final RMP/EIS.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft
Safford District RMP/EIS. we look forward to  continued
cooperation with the BLM in the developnent and inplenentation of
the final plan.

Sincerely,

TWS :DLW: 1k1
Attachnent

An Equal Opportunity Agency
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Attachnent.

SPECIFIC COWMENTS ON ISSUES AND NANAGEMENT — CONCERNS

Issue 1 = Access

This issue was identified by our Departnent early in the planning
process. Becauge of the Significant nunber and types of access
probl ems occurring, especially in southeastern Arizona, we
recormended that the RMp/Els provide the framework for the
solution of as many problens as possible. Throughout  the review
process, we have asked all of our Wldlife Minagers to pay
particular attention to the list of |ocations being considered
for the acquisition of legal access (Appendix 1 in the Draft).
The |ist appears to be very conprehensive and should go a |ong
way toward-addressing and resolving many of the access issues
that we have identified on public lands in the Safford
District. W are aware of only one additional public land access
issue that was not identified in the Draft. This issue involves
a |ocked gate |ocated where a road crosses a small parcel of
private land in Township 16 South, Range 31 East, Section 17,
NENW, The effect of this |ocked gate isto deny access to a
| arge area of BLM and Forest Service lands in the vicinity of
Portal. We are aware that the BLM is currently involved in
efforts to resolve this problem and it my be that resolution is
achi eved before the RMP becones final. Nevert hel ess, we
recommend that this site be added to the list of access roads
found on page 24 of the Draft.
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Bonita Creek ACEC, The inportant resource values associated with
Bonita Creek are derived, by and large, fromthe quantity and
quality of water present in the perennial stream channel.  These
characteristics, and the inportance of the stream as the source
of donestic water forthe City of Safford are well described in
the Plan. Numerous  studies  have demobnstrated the  relationship
between water quality and the condition of the watershed in which
a stream is located. Therefore, we believe that the management

prescriptions identified in the Preferred Aternative will only
be truly effective if they are applied across the Bonita Creek
wat er shed, as proposed in Alternative B, The application of

protective features throughout the watershed recognizes that the
uplands and the streanbed function as an interconnected system

It appears likely, at this point in time, that Bonita OCreek will
become part of the Gila Box Riparian National Conservation Area
through congressional action. Notwi thstanding any  such  action,
we support the designation of the entire Bonita Creek watershed
as an ACEC, as proposed in Alternative B.

Gila Box OQutstanding Natural AreaAcec. W support the Preferred

Aternatrve. TATS T1ssue may Dbe noot, Hhowever, as the entire area

&pears likely to be designated as the Gila Box Riparian National
nservation Area

Turkey Creek Riparian Acec This area was nominated, in large

part, because of the Inportant riparian resources associated with
Turkey, Oak Grove, and-Maple Canyons. Recognizing the  profound
influence that watershed quality has on riparian resources and in
keeping with the reasoning outlined above, we support the Acec
boundaries and managenent  prescriptions identified in Alternative
B. The inclusion of the Aravai pa Canyon watershed within the
ACRC should provide for a more unified approach to the managenent
of the resources associated with Turkey Creek and Aravaipa Creek.

are aware that the suspension of graznn% on the South Rim
AIIotrrent proposed under Alternative B has becone an issue of
some  controversy. Qur Departnent is satisfied that The Nature
Conservancy (the grazing pernittee) has  consistently denonstrated
both the willingness and the wherewithall for responsible natural
resource management in Arizona. W believe that the Conservancy
should be provided the opportunity to continue their tradition of
sound stewardship on the South Rim Allotnent, regardless of
whether —or not this stewardship includes |ivestock grazing.

Tabl e Mountain Research Natural Area ACEC We support the
Preferred Alternative.

Desert Grasslands Reseach Natural Area AcBc (Pilares Sonbrero

Butte and %g%ggl Ri dge). These relict grassland areas provide
unrque — wldite abrtat, critical to a nunber of State-listed
wildlife  species. W agree that this area should be _designated
as a" Acec, but we prefer the additional protection furnished

under Alternative B, including closing the area to OBV use,
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closing the area to mineral nmterial sales, and prohi b|t|ng
surface  occupancy Eor  mineral | easi ng. (Tables 2-1 and 2-S
not agree completely Wi th the ACEC Eval uation given in Anpendlx

as relate; to the differences between the-Preferred-Alter-
native and Alternative B for this ACEC with regard to OBV
activity.) We support Alternative 3 on the Desert Grasslands
Research ~ Natural Area  (RNA)  acec

Dr Sprin Resear ch Natural Area ACEC. As best as we can
determne from WNap L1 g T0Z, we do not believe that Mescal
Warm Springs (T3S, R17E eCtion 20, 8Wl/4) is included in this
ACEC. W believe that thls spring area should be included in the
ACEC. The springs and the Gila Topminnow at this |ocation are
inportant resources that should be protected.

W prefer that the additional protection granted in Aternative B
for the Dry Springs ACEC, include:

-- Acec status and special nmanagenent would be retained, even if
Congress  designates Needles Eye W]derness

-- additional restrictions would be placed on nmineral activities
(mining would be wthdrawn and no sand/gravel sales would be
pernmtted)

-- the area would be closed to OQHV "se
-- overnight canping would not be allowed

Agai, Tables 2-1 and 2-S do not entirely agree with the ACEC
EEvalation given in Appendix 2, as relates to the differences
beeween the Preferred Alternative and Alternative B for this
ACEC This problem may occur for other ACEC's.

Wodcut ting, which we feel is' inappropriate for this area, is
prohibited wunder the Preferred Alternative, but not nmentioned in
Aternative B, W support Aternative B, with the addition of a
restriction onany woodcutting for the Dry Springs RNnaACEC,

5wam Springs-Hot Springs Watershed ACEC In general, we support
Tmanhagement prescription descripbed in the Preferred

Alte native. Th riparian plant community and the inportant
native fish popul ations in the area should benefit from the
proposed speci al managenent . However, We question the rationale

for excluding a portion of Section 32, T128, R2lE, in the

l74 5 Preferred Alternative. Bagg Canyon provides inmportant native

fish habitat and supports riparian vegetation. It would appear
logical to include all of Section 32 wthin the boundary of the
ACEC in order to provide managenent for the |ower Bass Canyon
vatershed and its associated aquatic comunity.  Therefore, e
reconmend that the final proposal include all of sections 29 and
32 within the ACEC boundary.
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W are pleased to see that the Preferred Aternative provides for
the acquisition of legal public access on the Jackson Cabin
Road. Qur  Departnent has consistently supported the mintenance
of access on this road up to the National Forest boundary.

Bear Springs Badlands ACEC. we  support the Preferred
Aternatrve.

Guadal upe Canyon Qutstanding Natural Area ACEC. W support the
Preferred Aternative.

Bowie Mbuntain Sceni ¢ ACBC. we  support the  Preferred
Aternative.

Coronado Mountain Research Natural Area ACEC. We support the
Preferred ATternative.

Dos Cabezas Peaks ACEC. W support the Preferred Alternative.
Eagle Creek Bat Cave ACEC. We strongly support the Preferred

Aternative, especrally _ the acquisition of private lands at the
mout h of the cave. Past acts of vandalism (shooting into the

cave) and wunauthorized wuses, such as guano nining, hare seriously
inmpacted this inportant maternity colony.

The acquisition of the desired private lands my be a difficult

and long-term  process. Therefore, we recommend the follow ng
addi ti onal nanagenent action for inclusion in the nanagenent
prescription: Negotiate for a conservation easenent and/or

cooperative management agreement with the private land owner in
order to control access into the cave and to protect the cave
resources,

Willcox Playa National Natural Landmark ACEC. We support the
Preferred Al'ternative.

111 Ranch Research Natural Area Acec. W support the Preferred
Aternative.

Peloncillo Muntains _Qutstanding Natural Area  ACEC. Mich of the
proposed acec lies wthin the proposed Peloncillo WIlderness Area
and many of the management activities would be acconplished under

wi | der ness management. We support the Preferred Aternative.

Wld and Scenic River Designations. It is difficult to determne
the relationship between the alternatives contained in Appendix 5
and the recommendations for WIld and Scenic River designation
found in the various alternatives. we believe that a "wild"
classification would result in a greater potential for the long-
term protection of the resources associated with the candidate
rivers through the restriction of QHV use. Therefore, we support
the WIld and Sceni ¢ Ri ver recormendat i ons contained in
Alternative B, The inpacts and additional = protection rovided by
inclusion in the National WIld and Scenic River System (NWSRS)

are well outlined in Appendix 5, page 242, item 6. Arizona's
river systems have been heavily inpacted by human activities, and
we believe that all protection shoul'd be given to those
remining, relatjvely  undisturbed, rivers.  This portion of the
Gila River provides” habitat and water sources for numerous gane
and nongame species in the area, i ncl udi ng white-tailed deer,
mule deér, javelina, bald eagles, and even an occasional bighorn
sheep. we believe that the additional restrictions granted by

Aternative B (providing Congress acts on the BLM reconmendation
and designates the @gila for inclusion in the NWSRS) would not
place unreasonable linitations on mining, livestock grazing, or
recreation. The designation would protect the river from water
supply ~ dams, major diversions, hydroelectric  power facilities,
and Tlood control works.

Isgye 3 = Of-highway Vehicles.

we @Oncur with  reconmendations contained in the Preferred
Alternative. we believe that the proposed closures should serve
to protect sensitive wildlife resources that are currently being
inpacted by vehicle use. W do, however, ask that the Desert

Gasslands rw ACEC and the Dry Springs RNA ACEC be designated as
"Cosed" to QHV use, as proposed in Aternative S. Both of these
areas contain unique wildlife habitat that needs protection from
OBV use.

As an additional coment, we strongly oppose Aternative C on the
QHV issue. Alternative C would designate nost acreage in the
District (1,311,747 acres) as “Open® to OHV use, where all types
of vehicle use ispermitted at all times and anywhere in the
area. This designation is not conpatible with protection of
wildlife habitat resources.

Issue 4 - Riparian Areas.

We support the 1997 objective of mmintaining or inproving 75
percent of the acres of riparian vegetation in the District in
good or excellent condition by 1997. W believe that the goal
for riparian condition should be 100 percent in good Or excellent
condition, but agree that 75 percent is a reasonable short-term
obj ective. we trust that the objective wll not become a target
for success, but sinply serve as a guide toward achieving a
greater goal.

The managenent strategies described in the Draft, conbined with
the nmore detailed riparian habitat objectives of theWIldlife
Program  (Appendix 6}, should provide the necessary guidance for
achieving the 1997 objective.

Management Concern 1 = Wldlife Habitat.

In general, we agree with the wildlife habitat managenment
objectives indentified in the Draft, and we support the actions
proposed to acconplish these objectives. In particular, we agree
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that existing Habitat Mnagement Plans are in need of revision,
both in terns of their boundaries and in terns of their planned
actions. we are concerned that planned actions 11 and 12 on page
31 are not complete, Li vest ock al | ot nent managenent pl anni ng
potential Iy inpacts wildlife and wldlife habitats in all
areas. The provision of adequate forage, cover, and water for
wildlife should be an integral part of every allotment managenment
plan, without reference to habitat type.

Appendi x 6 (Management (bjectives for Priority  Species/Habitats)
contains some inaccuracies relative to Department Strategic Plan

goals and  objectives. Apparently, the managenent goals for hig
game were wken from an out-dated strategic plan, rather than the
one currently in effect. The following changes wll be necessary

for the final plan:

Bi ghorn Sheep: The Departnment objective for BLM lands is to
increase the capability of the habitat by 10 percent on BLM |ands
by 1990. In addition, this section defines "yiable® as 125
bi ghor n. We should point out thatthis figure was an estinmated
m ni mum necessary to sustain a population over time and should
not be considered a “target'. W recommend deleting the figure
of 125 sheep.

Mule Deer: The Departnent Strategic Plan objective is to
increase the capability of the habitat by 7 percent on BLM |ands
by 1990.

Pronghorn Ant el ope: Strategic Plan objectives call for a 15
percent increase in pronghorn habitat capability o BLM lands by
1990.

QGak- Wodl and Speci es: Depar t ment Strategic Plan objectives are
for no change in white-tailed deer, turkey, and bl ack bear
populations on BLM |ands.

Management Concern 2 = Lapds apnd Realty.
I" general, we recognize the benefits associated with the

consol idation of public land ownership in terns of inproving

management efficiency. Therefore, we support the objectives and
proposed actions contained in the Preferred Alternative. Our
support is predicated o the assunption that we wll continue to
be participants in the evaluations of individual land actions as
they occur, and that these lands will betraded for other |ands

of equal or preferably higher resource values.

wewoul d also |ike to suggest that the followi ng be included in
the actions involving land acquisition in the Safford District.
The lower San Pedro River, from the northern boundary of the San
Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area to the confluence of
the @Gila and San Pedro Rivers, supports an often excellent
Ri parian plant comunity along nuch of its length. Both
cottonwood-wi | low plant associations and remant nesquite  bosques
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are located along this stretch
vegetation associ at ed with t
inmpacted in the past 1t cleari
activity. Nearly all of the
| ocated on private land and
jeopardy of being lost.

Qur  Departnent strongly encourage
private and State Trust |anc
corridor that possess signifi
potential for acquisition throuc
to protect the inportant wildl
corridor. The BLM may soon b
property adjacent to the San
an excellent nucleus around w
and wetland habitats.

In addition, we are concerned
Little RS Spring, Yellow acket
springs (specifically BLM lan
R15E, Sections 11 and 12: T38
area has high wildlife value,
sections included in the Hay
Area, we realize that some a
acquired to nmake these parcels

Other Managment Concerns..

The additional eight managenent
are only marginally involved w
cases where wildlife my be a
potenti al conflicts. W do r
between the various alternative
the Preferred Aternative in ea
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Linda k. Wells
P.0. Box 47116
Fhoenix, Az. 85068

BLM Safford District
Steve Knox, Team Leader
429 E. 4th Street
Safford. Az. 85546

Dear Steve:

I am writing in response to the Safford District Resource
Management Plan Draft EIS.

I support road closures into larqQe and sensitive areas. There are
&9 T&E and special status wildlife species and 9 T&E plant species in
the safford district and the less roads and disturbance the better
chances for recovery. 1 am also against building any more roads for
the same reason. You say roads will enhance recreation but wild areas
are so degraded by roads that we are killing off what we are going out

there to see. Lets leave the pavement to the cities and get out and
hike instead.

Off highway vehicles are also very disturbing to wildlife and
vegetation. There are too many acres designated for use by OHVS. They
are not compatible with the desert environment and they deorade the

areas for wildlife and other users.
them off the road in limited areas.
land and vegetation. They not only
allow them to have total access to

It is also too difficult to keep

Too many of them abuse the

have access to too large an area to
1708 acres 1s imcompatible with your

concerns for wildlife habitat. OHVS destroy vegetation, deswroy
burrows and crush animals, rupture ear drums of burrowing animals and
compact soils thereby initiating run off. 1 adamately appose any OHVS
on our public lands. The rights of the wildlife to survive without
that kind of harrassment far outweighs the rights of the people who
don’t want to leave their machines in the city.

1 would also like to see all of the safford district closed to ADC.
Their goals are counter to the goais of a healthy wildlife habitat. |
am also against killing rabbits and rodents to improve vegetation
cover. The solution to their overpopulation is to stop killing
preditors for livestock interests. They pay a reduced fee because they
share forage and will loose cattle to wildlife. If livestock
production is not economically feasible within a healthy wildlife
habitat then it should not cosntinue.

1 do commend you closing areas ta livestock and encourage you to

continue to reduce cattle numbers.

wells

5i

eraly,

Linda K.
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The results of public comments have been separated
into two sections: BLM’s general response to public
comments and public comment letters and BLM's
specific  responses.

General Response 1. Assumptions

BLM assumed that full funding and personnel would be
available to implement any alternative. This is a basis
for comparing reasonable alternatives and analyzing
impacts. It is also an important element in selecting
the final plan and defining implementation priorities and
monitoring  needs.

General Response 2. Livestock Grazing

Al the requirements of National Environmental Policy
Act have been met with respect to the grazing pro-
gram. As stated in the draft, the livestock grazing issue
was studied in the Upper Gila-San Simon (1978) and
Eastern Arizona (1986) Grazing Environmental Impact
Statements as well as the San Pedro River Riparian
Management Plan and Environmental Impact State-
ment (1988). Livestock grazing decisions in those
documents have been or are being implemented
through individual grazing decisions according to
schedules developed after completion of the Environ-
mental Impact Statement. Monitoring studies, required
to determine the effectiveness of those decisions, are
taking place. A Range Program Summary Update is
prepared periodically to display the results of the
studies. If monitoring reveals that stocking levels are
too high and the utilization of forage is too great, then
the operator is required to reduce the stocking level. If,
on the the other hand, increases in stocking levels are
requested and, if monitoring reveals that the increases
could be accommodated, they could be permitted.

When an operator requests an increased stocking level
in an allotment not being monitored, studies will be set
in place and at the end of the monitoring cycle the
decision to grant or deny the increase can be made.

Grazing by livestock is a use of the public lands
historically permitted by Congress. BLM does not feel
it is necessary or in the public interest to arbitrarily
cease livestock grazing on all public lands. Better
management, especially in sensitive areas such as
riparian, may be necessary. That is one of the pur-
poses of this document, to identify those sensitive
areas and describe the kinds of protection we feel are
necessary. The specific plans for protection will
emerge from activity plans designed to fit the special
management  prescription.

General Response 3. Alternative Selection

Each alternative is a complete plan developed around
a theme or level of management direction. Each has,
as integral parts, various actions or levels of actions
that appear to best meet the thrust of that theme.
When the decisions are made as to what the plan will
contain, parts of any of the alternatives may be
included. The alternatives are not designed to require
adoption of all of their components.

General Response 4. Animal Damage
Control Activities.

Except for a few identified areas such as Aravaipa
Canyon Wilderness Area and San Pedro Riparian
National Conservation Area, public lands within the
District are open for Animal Damage Control activities.
BLM must approve requests before these actions
can occur, but unless there are overriding reasons,
approval will usually be given. It should be noted that
requests for predator control can be based on wildlife
needs or human safety (disease outbreaks) as well as
livestock losses.

General Response 5. Mineral Withdrawals.

The authority to close lands to mineral entry has not
been delegated to the District Office. Recommenda-
tions for such withdrawals are reviewed and evaluated
by the Director, BLM and The Department of the
Interior to determine the rationale and need for these
recommendations. Withdrawals can only be made
through a Public Land Order or congressional action.

The recommendation must include a detailed mineral
report outlining the mineral potential of the subject
area. It must also describe why existing laws, regula-
tions and management practices will not adequately
protect the non-mineral resources from exploration and
mining activity. Economic  significance resulting from
the loss of mining income if the area is withdrawn

from the mining laws must be described so that
comparisons can be made with the values retained or
enhanced as a result of the withdrawal.

General Response 6. Compliance-with-the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

Prior to approving any activity plan-level site-specific
project BLM will complete the necessary environmental
compliance process. In some cases this will entail a
Categorical Exclusion Review (40 CFR 1508). If a
proposed action, with mitigation, would have significant
adverse environmental consequences, the project will
be abandoned, revised as necessary to avoid signifi-
cant adverse impacts, or an environmental impact
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statement will be prepared. Environmental compliance
procedures are documented and are available for
public review. Many involve public participation and
comments in their preparation. All decisions based on
environmental documentation are available for public
review.

Public Letter Responses
Response |-l

The action referenced is found in Alternatives A and C.
The proposed woodcutting is designed to help control
mesquite and other desert shrubs that have invaded
former desert grasslands by helping to control the
extent of the invasion and by improving the vegetation
diversity. In the long-term, wildlife should benefit by
the action. These sites were selected because of the
stable soil types.

Response 2-1

See General Response 3. This action is viewed as
being within a resource protection/conservation theme.
This theme is represented by Resource Management
Plan Alternative B; hence, the proposal to nominate
cultural properties to the National Register of Historic
Places is included in that alternative.

BLM can nominate eligible cultural properties to the
National Register of Historic Places under any of the
Resource Management Plan alternatives. The author-
ity to do so is given in the National Historic Preserva-
tion Act of 1966, as amended.

Response 4-1

See General Response 5. The mineral potential of the
area will be reviewed and evaluated prior to any
recommendation to the Bureau Director or Department
of the Interior for a withdrawal. If the withdrawal is
authorized, then any valid mining claim would be
subject to valid existing rights.

Response 5-

Because the recovery plans for aplomado falcons and
woundfin were site-specific for the Safford District, we
are able to make specific management decisions for
only these species in the Resource Management Plan.
On a practical basis the species with a recovery plan
specific to the Safford District are more likely to be
reintroduced than those without, during the life of of the
Resource Management Plan. Should an existing
recovery plan be modified so that a release on public

382

lands is proposed, the Endangered Species Act would
trigger an evaluation despite the lower priority for
reintroduction at this time.

The Mexican wolf was listed as an endangered species
in 1976, and a recovery plan was completed by the
Fish and Wildlife Service in 1982. The plan identified
several factors for potential release areas including
“middle to high elevations of a 5,000 square mile area”,
“‘adequate amounts of free water”; “broken, sloping
country, abundant prey, especially white-tail deer,
suitable plant communities and minimal conflicts with
livestock.”

The Safford District does not have a suitably sized
block of land. The total acreage managed by the
District is only half the required size. Most of the
District's public lands are below the elevation sug-
gested (4,500 feet) and livestock grazing is ongoing.
There is abundant water and probably sufficient prey in
some blocks of land.

Actions that BLM has taken that would benefit a wolf
reintroduction, should it be proposed, include State/
BLM land exchanges in the Muleshoe, Aravaipa, Santa
Teresa , Gila and Peloncillo mountain areas, Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern proposals, big game
and livestock waters developed as part of previous
Habitat Management Plans and Allotment Manage-
ment Plans. In addition, proposals to limit vehicles to
existing roads and trails, prescribed burnings,
reintroduction of highorn sheep and antelope, and
riparian enhancement efforts would benefit the wolf.

Response 6-1

Regulations assure that the United States retains a
continuing right of access onto the public lands cov-
ered by a right-of-way grant or temporary use permit.
Public lands covered with a grazing permit are open for
public access. However, BLM cannot force a grazing
permittee to provide an easement over his private land.

Response 9-1

Class | Visual Resource Management designations are
generally reserved for congressionally designated
areas such as wilderness or for Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern which are solely based on
scenic values. Although Brandenburg Mountain falls in
Class a Il category according to physiographic prov-
ince, your letter evidences a high-sensitivity level. The
Resource  Management Plan/Final  Environmental
Impact Statement reflects a change to Class Il



Response 1 O-1

BLM's policy is to develop Allotment Management
Plans through cooperation with the allottee and an
interdisciplinary approach involving other affected
resource interests. This gives the allottee opportunities
to interact with Arizona Game and Fish personnel on
problems involving hunters and hunting seasons.

Response 10-2

The Arizona Game and Fish Department is responsible
for determining the hunting seasons. BLM only coordi-
nates with the Arizona Game and Fish on seasons.

Response 11

The 1989 Mohave Final Wildermess Environmental
Impact Statement analyzed each specific Wilderness
Study Area and provided recommendations based on
wilderness values. An opportunity for public comment
to these recommendations was presented at that time.
See page 17 in Resource Management Plan/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for clarification.

Response 11-2

BLM analyzed the environmental effects of livestock
grazing in two previous Environmental Impact State-
ments. Mining is a legitimate use of the public lands
authorized by law, although BLM can require mitigating
measures and enforce current laws and regulations.
Alternative A restricts off-highway vehicles to existing
roads and trails over much of the District (1,310,713
acres) and closed to off-highway wvehicless on 87,879
acres. Only 1,708 acres would be left open to unre-
stricted use. (See General Responses 2 and 6).

Response 1 1-3

The goal to achieve 75 percent of the riparian vegeta-
tion in good or excellent condition is based on data
indicating it is achievable. Some areas cannot respond
enough to reach good or excellent condition by 1997.
For example, the north end of the San Pedro Riparian
National Conservation Area, even with livestock
removed, will not reach good or excellent condition in
the predictable future. The problem is the encroach-
ment of salt cedars and the erosion present in the
stream channel. Unrestricted and unmanaged live-
stock use is not the sole reason for poor conditions of
riparian areas. Proper management of livestock in
those areas can speed riparian area improvement,
however.

Response 12-1
See Response 5-I.
Response 14-1

The actions from implementing each alternative would
be reviewed for compatibility with adjacent land uses
and consistency with state, federal and focal plans.

Existing cooperative agreements would be continued,
and processes for developing new cooperative efforts
will be pursued.

Response 14-2

The resolution of legal boundary questions is beyond
the scope of this Resource Management Plan. BLM
will continue to work cooperatively with other agencies
to assure that the present condition of the lands in
question is maintained or enhanced until the legal
questions regarding boundaries are resolved.

Response 143

The Bonita Creek area would benefit by the revision
of the existing Cooperative Management Agreement
with the City of Safford to include the San Carlos
Apache Tribe in the management of the Bonita Creek
Watershed. This is not specifically addressed in the
Resource Management Plan because it is an activity-
level action. (See General Response 6).

Response 14-4

BLM advised the Tribe by mail, Federal Register
Notice of Intent, newsletters and newspaper public
service announcements of scoping meetings to be
held. Summaries of the scoping meetings were
submitted to the Tribe for information and comment.
Invitations to the public meetings were sent to the
Tribal Council and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. BLM
also attended Tribal Council meetings whenever
requested.

Response 14-5

The cultural needs of the San Carlos Apache Tribe are
a consideration in all the Resource Management Plan
alternatives. Afternatives A, B and C propose ethno-
graphic studies in the Bonita Creek and Aravaipa
Canyon areas. Alternative D proposes action to
“conduct studies to identify socio-cultural values.”
Such a study would also be ethnographic.



To date, the Safford District's attempts to involve the
San Carlos Apache Indian Tribe in the identification
and protection of important Apache historical, religious
or ceremonial sites have taken place during a public
meeting in San Carlos, and through formal notification
of the development of the Resource Management Plan
and requests for comments or input.

Response 14-6

The need for environmental education plans was
discussed on page 37 of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Specific environmental education
plans are not, however, appropriate for an Resource
Management Plan. Environmental education is an
ongoing program in the Safford District. BLM person-
nel present special programs to schools, usually in
conjunction with programs such as Archaeology Week
or Wildlife Week.

Response 14-7

No special effort was made beyond those mentioned
above (14-4) and in Chapter 5, to discover ongoing
planning efforts of the San Carlos Apache Tribe. BLM
welcomes the opportunity and invitation to work with
the Tribe as it develops a new Resource Management
Plan.

Response 15-1

BLM intends to improve riparian areas and, if possible,
allow other legitimate uses of the public land to occur.
See Issue 4, page 17 of the Resource Management
Plan/Draft  Environmental Impact Statement. Current
plans are for livestock grazing to be removed from
some riparian areas and for grazing to be managed in
other areas to enhance riparian areas. See General
Response 2.

Response 20-I

Mountain bicycles are no longer listed with off-highway
vehicles.

Response 21-|

See Response 20-l.

Response 47-1

The subject map in the Resource Management Plan/
Draft Environmental Impact Statement will not be
republished. All new maps printed by BLM will reflect

the modification of the boundary across the Coronado
National ~ Forest.
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Response 47-2

BLM hopes to continue negotiations with the San

Carlos Apache Tribe to acquire access primarily for
recreational purposes to the Needles Eye area by

Ranch Creek Road.

Response 47-3

BLM data indicate that bighorn sheep are more
susceptible to disease from domestic sheep than from
cattle. Conflicts between bighorn sheep and cattle can
arise through competition for food and water. How-
ever, with proper livestock management this has not
been the case with the Aravaipa bighorn herd, as
documented in a major study by Arizona Game and
Fish  Department.

Response 51-1

This Proposed Resource Management Plan contains a
revised boundary configuration for the Guadalupe
Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern. See
Map 13.

Response 51-2

BLM policy is to manage livestock to minimize impacts
on riparian zones. When the management plan is
written for the Guadalupe Canyon Area of Critical
Environmental Concern, wording similar to yours will
be included in the activity plan. (See General Re-
sponse 6.)

Response 52-1

The intent of the statement was to point out that
vegetation would be enhanced in riparian areas.
Wildlife, using only a portion of the vegetation would
not benefit as much. In addition, priority wildlife
species that did not require riparian vegetation would
not benefit.

Response 61l
See Response 1 I,
Response 63-1

The riparian areas are depicted by a solid line. In
fiparian area 37, the line follows the San Simon River
and several short side-channels. The line encompass-
ing the larger area simply helps identify particular
riparian areas listed in the legend. We regret the
confusion created by the use of these area lines.
Riparian areas near a mining area do not necessarily
place major constraints on mining operations. Mining



plans or mining notices will be required and are subject
to National Environmental Policy Act compliance. (See
General Response 6.)

Response 64-1

Closing sheep lambing areas reduces stress during a
critical time in the sheep's life cycle. Once lambing is
completed and those areas are no longer needed for
that purpose, these existing roads and trails can be
reasonably be opened to vehicle use since sheep
range quite far during the remaining part of the year.

Allowing the public to drive on existing 4x4 roads the
rest of the year will not adversely impact bighorn
sheep. Off-highway vehicle use is generally light in
these areas.

Closure of the District to vehicle use would not resolve
the difficulties in assuring compliance with the closure.

Response 66-1

A Special Recreational Management Area plan will be
developed following the approval of the Resource
Management Plan. Environmental compliance docu-
ments will be completed as part of the recreation plan.
(See General Response 6.)

Response 68-1

Visual Resource Management classes are assigned to
establish management objectives that maintain the
desired scenic quality of the public lands. Visual
Resource Management classes are determined by
considering scenic quality, sensitivity level and dis-
tance zones. Based on these three factors, lands are
placed into one of four visual resource management
classes. Although a Class IV designation represents
land of least visual value, it does not allow for total
destruction of the land. The management objective of
a Visual Resource Management Class IV area is to
allow modification of the landscape, but the changes
must still reflect a natural occurrence. Regardless of
class, approval for proposed surface-disturbing activi-
ties is subject to National Environmental Policy Act
compliance. (See General Response 6.)

Response 74|

See Response 11-l.

Response 76-1

An interpretive program addressing types of gates and

interpretive signs is planned as part of the Area of
Critical  Environmental Concern management plan.

Since the Eagle Creek Canyon is owned by Phelps
Dodge, a firearms discharge ban is not an appropriate
action for this Resource Management Plan. (Also, see
General Response 6.)

Response 76-2

The need for a more effective gate will be evaluated as
part of the management plan for the Eagle Creek bat
cave. (See General Response 6.)

Response 83-1

See Response 5-1. The Arizona Game and Fish
Department did not include BLM in the list of those
sent copies of the letter and, when contacted for this
information, indicated this was only an initial list from
which to begin discussions among members of the
Mexican wolf recovery team. It was not a list of sites
being evaluated for releases.

Response 86-1

Although this is activity-level planning and is not
addressed in the Resource Management Plan, the
Area of Critical Environmental Concern management
plan will include educational information as part of the
interpretation of the Eagle Creek bat cave. The need
for a better gate is being evaluated and construction
will be initiated if necessary. Withdrawal from mining is
part of the Area of Critical Environmental Concern
prescription, but this does not preclude activities of
those holding valid existing rights. Firearms restric-
tions cannot be initiated within the canyon by BLM, as
canyon lands are privately owned. (See General
Response 6 for additional information.)

Response 89-1

See Response 20-.

Response 91-

If mineral withdrawals are included in the approved

Resource Management Plan, the necessary steps for
withdrawal will be pursued. The mineral potential of
the area will be reviewed and evaluated prior to any

recommendations to the Bureau Director or Depart-

ment of the Interior for a withdrawal. (See General
Response  5)

Response 91-2
See Response 63-I.
Response 913

See Response 91l
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Response 93-1

The need for a more effective gate is currently being
evaluated. (See General Response 6.)

Response 96-1
See Response 20-.
Response 97-1

BLM set out three traffic counters between 1981 and
1986. The counters were located at the end of the
asphalt road, below the BLM Aravaipa parking lot and
above the BLM parking lot. The data for the high-use
periods, March through May and September through
December shows a range of 5 to 14 vehicles per

day. Of that number, 7 to 20 percent were there for
use of the BLM recreational facilities. (See General
Response 6.)

Response 97-2

See Response 97-. Since a 50 person per day limit
(30 from the west end) was placed on Aravaipa
Canyon, visits have slowly increased but are expected
to level off as capacity is reached.

Response 97-3

See Responses 156-6 and 172-6.
Response 97-4

See Response 97-3.
Response 98-1

Departmental policy states that every wildland fire is
either a wildfire or a prescribed burn. All Safford
District wildland fires are fully suppressed regardless of
whether or not they occur within a wilderness area.
Wilderness fires receive special suppression consider-
ations to minimize any impacts.

Plans to develop prescribed fire criteria and goals are
currently underway which will address both natural and
planned ignitions. These plans will include wilderness
and non-wilderness areas and will be incorporated
later into the Safford District Fire Management Activity
Plan. (See General Response 6.)

Response 98-2

BLM is currently a member of the State Riparian Task
Force and is working with the state and other federal
agencies to develop a coordinated riparian inventory
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system for the state as a whole. Current inventory
efforts are consistent with existing BLM guidelines and
technical  standards.

Response 98-3

The proposed plan (Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement) has been changed to
include “in cooperation with the Arizona Game and
Fish  Department.”

Response 100-|

The subject lands located on the west slopes of the
Santa Teresa mountains have been identified in the
proposed plan (Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental  Impact  Statement)

Response 100-2

Please refer to Map 27 which has been revised to
reflect lands identified for acquisition.

Response 100-3

The spring is located on the referenced parcel of land.
The list of lands qualified for disposal has been modi-
fied to exclude this parcel because of wildlife habitat

values.

Response 100-4

See General Response 2 for partial response. Most
lands acquired in the exchanges were already under
BLM grazing management as part of an allotment. In
some cases the allotment categorization changed from
custodial to intensive, requiring the development of an
allotment management plan. In any case, the uses of
these lands will continue under BLM management.
Monitoring studies will determine the effectiveness of
current management. Monitoring results are reflected
in the periodic Range Program Summary Update
which displays the progress of grazing decisions
originating from the grazing Environmental Impact
Statements.

Response 100-5

Bureau policy (Manual 6840) directs BLM to carry out
management consistent with the principles of multiple
use, for the conservation of candidate species and

their habitats. It also ensures that actions authorized,
funded or carried out do not contribute to the need to
list any of these species as threatened or endangered.
Sensitive species may be designated by the State

Director in cooperation with other groups and agencies



to receive protection. Species designated by the State
Director will receive the same level of protection as
candidate species. This process is not tied directly to
the planning system; it is ongoing and may change
with the changes in species status.

Responsel00-6

The areas delineated on the maps include the major
riparian areas found in Safford District with public land
status. As indicated in Alternatives A, B and C, a
system to inventory all riparian areas in the District
needed to be established. This system has now been
established. A system to prioritize riparian area
management based upon objectives, resource condi-
tion, resource conflict and the potential of the area to
respond to treatment needs to bhe defined. (See
General Response 6.)

Responsel00-7

Many riparian areas in the Safford District do not have
aquatic habitat. Aquatic habitat concerns will be
incorporated in the development of specific Wildlife
Habitat Management Plans if they are not addressed
as part of an Area of Critical Environmental Concern,
Wilderness, T&E species recovery effort or as part of
the Water Resources Concern in this document. (See
General Response 6.)

Responsel00-8

The subject land was part of an exchange with the
state. As a condition of the exchange, BLM was
obligated to allow grazing authorized by the state
leases. Allotment Management Plans are currently
being developed that will address grazing in the
riparian areas on public lands along the Babocomari
River. (See General Response 6.)

Responsel00-9

The subject changes to the boundaries of Swamp
Springs-Hot  Springs Watershed and Guadalupe
Canyon Areas of Critical Environmental Concern have
been made in this Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Other Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern boundaries are consid-
ered in one or more of the alternatives.

Responsel00-

The uses referenced will be, in most cases, more
intensively managed under an Area of Critical Environ-
mental Concern designation. All Areas of Critical
Environmental Concerns have special values, but not

the same values and do not necessarily require the
same management direction or intensity. Approval of
all Areas of Critical Environmental Concern manage-
ment plans will be subject to the completion of National
Environmental Policy Act compliance documents.
Most Areas of Critical Environmental Concern values
can be protected from minerals impacts with the
approval of mitigation measures in a mining plan.
Similarly if grazing levels will adversely affect the
values of the Areas of Critical Environmental Concern,
BLM can reduce those levels or eliminate them from
pan or all of the Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern. (See General Response 6.)

Responsel00-

Al anticipated management actions can be imple-
mented within the Wilderness Management Plan for
the areas; therefore, the Area of Critical Environmental
Concern designation and management plan would be
duplicative. The special values of the Area of Critical
Environmental Concern area would be recognized in
the management plan developed for the designated
Wilderness  Area.

Responsel00-12

BLM cannot implement any action that will affect a
listed species without requesting input from the Fish
and Wildlife Service. Each area proposed for vegeta-
tion treatment, regardless of method, will be subject
to an individual environmental assessment with
opportunity for public participation. (See General
Response  6.)

Responsel00-13

The Resource Management Plan/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement states that BLM can *“transplant
and augment populations of priority wildlife species”
(Page 30, # 4). This allows reintroduction of any of the
priority species listed. The text has been changed with
respect to the aplomado falcon and woundfin.

Decisions regarding the management of the San Pedro
Riparian National Conservation Area are incorporated
into this proposed plan (Resource Management Plan/
Final Environmental Impact Statement) by reference.

Responsel00-14

The Bureau does not introduce or reintroduce wildlife
species. BLM coordinates and cooperates with
agencies having those responsibilities.



All requests for transplants etc., will be coordinated
with the Arizona Game and Fish Department and other
agencies as appropriate. BLM will comply with Execu-
tive Order 11987 concerning release of exotic organ-
isms.

Responsel00-15

This specific action/recommendation is not appropriate
in an Resource Management Plan. However in
developing specific management prescriptions for the
area BLM will work closely with the Bureau of Recla-
mation and other agencies to assess the feasibility
and, as appropriate, encourage a plan to build the
Aravaipa Creek fish barrier. (Also, see Response
100-48.)

Responsel00-16

The actions associated with Alternative D (No Action)
are based on current management approaches.
These are detailed in the Management Situation
Analysis. Since that analysis is available for public
review at the District office, the wording does not need
to be changed.

Responsel00-17
Change has been made.
Responsel00-18

Issues, sometimes involved with controversy, provide
the focus for the planning process. Issues are based
primarily on public input. Management concerns are
primarily based on internal input and address those
activities in which BLM must engage and which require
identification and allocation of resources.

Responsel00-19

The term “Resource Conservation Area” is a manage-
ment designation designed to provide management
consideration to areas with special resource values
that do not require the protection that an Area of
Critical Environmental Concern designation confers.

Responsel00-20

All candidate species are also priority species and as
such influence management objectives. Candidate
species and their management are also discussed in
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives
(see page 18, draft Resource Management Plan/
Environmental  Impact ~ Statement).
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BLM is required to promote efforts to down-list or delist
T&E species. Recovery objectives will be defined,
implemented and monitored in approved recovery
plans. Recovery teams should include BLM personnel
when habitat of listed species include BLM-managed
lands.

Responsel00-21

The general soil objective is to minimize accelerated
erosion. In public meetings and as shown in the soils
portion of the Management Situation Analysis, the San
Simon Watershed was the main problem area. As
other activity plans are written, specific soil manage-
ment objectives will be incorporated into the plan if
needed. (See General Response 6.)

Responsel00-22

Al laws under which we function are incorporated in
each alternative. Grazing decisions as determined
through the grazing Environmental Impact Statements
are incorporated by reference into each alternative.
(See Chapter 2, Introduction, Paragraph 2.)

Responsel00-23

See text on page 18, Management Objectives Com-
mon to All Alternatives in draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental ~ Impact ~ Statement.

Responsel00-24

Climatic changes referenced here recognize their
effect on the production of wildiife habitat. Drought
reduces this potential, while moisture will increase the
potential. Climatic changes influence optimum  wildlife
population  capability.

Responsel00-25

The Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental
Impact Statement states that transplant and augmenta-
tion of priority and other native wildlife species should
occur within the known historic range of the species
being transplanted.

Responsel00-26

The text now includes revisions on indigenous
vegetation.

Responsel00-27

Wildlife input to Allotment Management Plans is
provided for all wildlife species and most particularly for
priority species. (See General Response 6)



Responsel00-28

This is correct. While not mentioned specifically, it is
inferred under “Management Guidance Common to all
Alternatives” on page 18 of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, Management Concern 1 Wildlife
Habitat.

Responsel00-29

Candidate, threatened or endangered animals and
plants are included in the term “natural resource
values.” Evaluations for these types of plants and
animals is a requirement of any land disposal action.
(See General Response 6.)

Responsel00-30

Lands identified for acquisition are shown on Map 27 in
this Resource Management Plan/Final  Environmental
Impact Statement. Lands for disposal are public lands

found in the white area of Map 27 and are identified
specifically in Appendix 5.
Responsel00-31

Special Recreation Management Area are defined on

page 283 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Responsel00-32

The statement of river closure has been deleted from
the Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental
Impact Statement. This issue will be addressed in the
ensuing activity plan for the Gila River. (See General
Response 6.)

Responsel00-33

Appropriate revisions are in the Resource Manage-
ment Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Vaquelinia californica should properly be listed as a
federal category 2 species. Although Rumex
othoneurus is unlikely to occur on BLM lands, it was
included because the plant was submitted by your
office in a Biological Opinion for the San Bernardino
Geothermal  Environmental Assessment prepared by
BLM in 1980.

Responsel00-34
Correction to text has been made.
Responsel00-35

Beaver are presently found in Bonita Creek. Early in
the recovery phase they did constitute a threat to the

riparian vegetation recovering from destructive flooding
in 1979-1 980. They now appear compatible with
riparian objectives. The proposed plan does not
consider any actions for the San Pedro Riparian
National Conservation Area. The land use plan for that
area has been incorporated into this document by
reference.

Responsel00-36

ltems 14 and 15 will be carried over into the other
alternatives. However, the area below Coolidge Dam
will be included in a Wild and Scenic River Environ-
mental Impact Statement to be undertaken in the
future. If designated, the withdrawal revocation will be
pursued. (See General Response 6.)

Responsel00-37

Allotment Management Plans are revised as needed,
according to BLM policy. Plans are generally revised
when allottees change and when allotment evaluations
reveal a need for a change in management. (See
General Response 6.)

Responsel00-38

The structure now known as the Timber Draw Dam
was the originally proposed Tanque structure. The
Tanque structure was moved upstream due to poor
dam foundation materials at the original location.
Because the new location is closer to Timber Draw
than to the old railroad water stop at Tanque, the name
was changed. The function remains the same.

Responsel00-39

McColly & Anderson (1987) gives the value of Table
Mountain Mining District as 22.2 million dollars. The
information in Chapter 3 provides background data
only. More detailed mineral evaluations will be pre-
pared prior to any mineral withdrawal actions. (See
“Introduction,".)

Responsel00-

The list has been expanded to include the lowland
leopard frog.

Responsel00-41

Al habitat components of seven bat species will be
protected because of their status as priority species,
federally listed or candidate species. Other bat species
will be afforded protection through specific manage-
ment plans. (See General Response 6.)
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Responsel00-42

The following species have been added to the list on
Table 3-3.

Bylas springsnail (Apachecoccus
arizonae)

Gila Tryonia snail (Tryonia gilae)

Arizona  grasshopper sparrow  (Ammodramus
savannarum
ammolegus)

Responsel00-43

The text has been revised in response to this com-
ment. The reference to Cereus greggiivar. greggii
listed in the Federal Register (February 21, 1990) as in
federal category 2 has been changed to Cereus greggii
var. transmontanus. We assume that the second
species exists in the area and should be listed as
federal category 3C.

Table 3-4 lists Cochise pincushion cactus as a prob-
able occurrence. Inventory data in the area of its
known occurrence is limited. Until further inventories
are completed, we will continue to list the cactus as
probably occurring on public lands in the area.

We have no data showing that Aguna cactus occurs on
public lands in the Resource Management Plan area.
Data on its distribution limit it to below 2,000 feet
elevation and typical of the Sonoran Desert type
vegetation. The range of distribution given for the
cactus seems to limit it to lands administered by the
Phoenix District, further to the west.

The Federal Register (Feb 21, 1990) lists Erigeron
femmonnii as a federal category 2 species. The Fish
and Wildliife Service, in a memo dated March 2, 1990,
continues to list the plant as a category 2 species. We
are reluctant to change the text until we receive a
Federal Register notice to the contrary.

The subject name change of Neolloydia erectrocentra
var erectrocentra to Echinomastus erectrocentrus var.
erectrocentrus has been made.

Responsel00-44

Such actions are required for environmental documen-
tation of all proposed land uses.

Responsel00-45

The subject areas, listed on page 69 of the draft
Environmental Impact Statement are: (1) Desert

tortoise: a, e, f, g, h, i, J k and I; (2) Gila Topminnow: d
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through I. Your attention is directed to the last para-

graph, column 2, page 69. (Also see General Re-
sponse 6.)

Responsel00-46

The reference given described the existing situation
within the Bonita Creek Area of Critical Environmental
Concern. On page 18 of the draft Resource Manage-
ment Plan/Environmental Impact Statement the
section, “Management Guidance Common to All
Alternatives” specifies cooperation with National
Marine Fisheries and Fish and Wildlife Service in
planning and providing for the recovery of Threatened
and Endangered species. Although the Bonita Creek
Area of Critical Environmental Concern has been
dropped because of the Gila Box Riparian National
Conservation Area designation, the prescriptions
defined in the draft Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement will be carried
forward. (See General Response 6.)

Responsel00-47

We agree. Gila Box will be sampled and monitored for
all Threatened and Endangered and candidate fish
species.

Responsel00-48
See Response 100- 4.
Responsel00-49

The following objectives are consistent with the
proposed plan and have been added to this Resource
Management Plan/Final  Environmental Impact State-
ment.

1. Protect native fish and wildlife by exclusion or
removal of nonnative species which may adversely
affect native species.

2. Protect and restore springs and seeps and their
native vegetation and wildlife.

Responsel00-50

The presence of the Mexican garter snake has been

confirmed in the San Pedro Riparian National Conser-
vation Area. It is, however, the only known site in the
Safford District.

Response 102-1
The following areas mentioned in your letter as well as

others were considered but determined ineligible as
follows:



Not reasonable flow or length

San Simon
Guadalupe Canyon
Black Wash

Oak Grove Canyon
Hot Springs Creek
Spring  Canyon
Mescal Creek
Wildcat Canyon
Horse Camp Canyon
Parsons  Canyon
Virgus  Canyon
Markham Creek
Fishhooks ~ Canyons
Numerous  others

Less than 40% public land along identified seg-
ment

Bass Canyon

Redfield Canyon
Eagle Creek
Cherry  Springs

(See Appendix 3 for explanation.)
Response 103-I
See Response 20-1.
Response 103-2

The statement of river closure has been deleted. This
issue will be addressed in an ensuing activity plan for
the Gila River. (See General Response 6.)

Response 105-I
See response 76-l.
Response 11 Ol

This information is part of the description of the
Affected  Environment. The source of the data

was the Valley National Bank “Arizona Statistical
Review.” Analysis of the alternatives does not show
that there would be any significant adverse impacts on
the economic sector.

Response 11 -l

The impact analysis of the alternatives is focused
on identifying those actions that may significantly
affect the quality of the human environment. Because
the actions are relatively general and because subse-
quent specific activity-level plans depend on National

Environmental Policy Act compliance review, the
impacts of implementing actions are generally not
significant. If an action that would adversely affect an
economic sector is contemplated, a benefit-cost
analysis would be part of the environmental compli-
ance document.

The impact analysis section (Chapter 4) has been
reconsidered and, where necessary, revised. The
impacts have been evaluated on a geographic (local,
Districtwide) basis and have been reclassified as
appropriate.

Response 11 I-2

See General Response 1.
Response 11 1-3

In 1981 only the San Francisco River was studied.
BLM is required to assess Wild and Scenic Rivers in
the Resource Management Plan pursuant to BLM
planning regulations. The lower San Francisco was
recognized as an integral part of the Gila system and
should be analyzed in this context.

Response 11 I-4

This has been readdressed. Also, see Response
111-1.

Response 11 I-5

Between the two statements you quoted is the state-
ment “Regulations require that mining operations be

carried out in a manner that does not cause undue or
unnecessary degradation of the environment” The

next sentence has been revised to include “undue or
unnecessary.”

Response 11 |-6

The text has been changed. Bullet 4 now reads
“Which lands should be closed to the operation of the
mining laws.” Bullet 5 has been deleted. Terms,
conditions and special stipulations are the function of a
mining plan or site-specific action and will vary in each
case. See General Response 6.

Response |ll-7

The Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental
Impact Statement describes 13 Areas of Critical
Environmental Concerns totalling 31,949 acres. Of
that acreage, 9,829 have requests for withdrawal from
mineral entry prescription. Also see Response 91-l.



Response 11 |-8

The water in question is the surface flow within the
stream. Safford's water supply is basically ground-
water from the watershed. Many resource values in
the Bonita Creek area depend on the quality of the
surface water, i.e. fish, wildlife and riparian vegetation.
BLM is required by the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 to protect these values, and
monitoring of these values is consistent with our
management  responsibility.

Monitoring shows the surface water flow in Bonita
Creek is of high quality. Consequently, the stream has
been nominated for protection under Arizona's Unique
Waters designation. (See “Unique Waters,” page 29 of
the Resource Management Plan/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement) The water quality will be protected
and enhanced through appropriatte management of the
watershed below the reservation boundary in accord-
ance with Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality criteria for the Unique Water designation.

Should the water quality decline, measures will be
undertaken as necessary, to restore the stream to its
original high quality.

Response 11 [-9
See Response 91-l.
Response 11 |-1 0

If a valid mining claim exists at the time of mineral
withdrawal, the inherent rights of that claim will be

honored.
Response 111-11

The lands referenced adjacent to the tailings facilities
near Morenci have been identified for disposal in the
Resource  Management Plan/Final  Environmental
Impact Statement. (See General Response 6.)

Response 11 I-12

This withdrawal table includes the acreages from the
proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concerns.

Response 11 |- 3

The Arizona Electric Power Company line is contained
within a proposed utility corridor. The text has been
changed to state that new rights-of-way outside the
corridor would not be allowed within the Area of Critical
Environmental Concern boundary. Existing rights-of-
way, if not perpetual, would probably be renewed.
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Response 11 |-l 4

At the time of preparation of state air quality standards,
many of the smelters were operational and were
producing sulfur dioxide which has been implicated in
acid precipitation. Since that time some smelters in the
area have either ceased operations or have changed
to alternative methods of concentration. The Environ-
mental Protection Agency lists the communities cited in
the text of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
as non-attainment areas due to sulfur. We recognize
the problem of air pollution is a complex one and single
causes are not the entire problem. Literature on the
subject consistently points out that airborne pollutants
may travel hundreds of miles before returning to earth
as dry fallout or acid rain. The stability of the pH
readings locally would seem to indicate that the area
smelters are not the major contributing factors of the
local acid rain. Other sources of pollution such as
automobiles, power plants and agriculture probably
contribute to the airborne pollutants in the Safford
District.

Response lI-15
Correction has been made to the text.
Response lll-I 6

The information in Chapter 3 provides background data
relevant to analyzing significant impacts. It is not
meant to be exhaustive. See “Introduction” Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, p. 125.

Response 11 |-17

The Eagle Creek Bat Cave Area of Critical Environ-
mental Concern listed in the Preferred Alternative
includes only public lands administered by BLM, with
management tied directly to the cave and Mexican
free-tailed  bats.

Response 11 |- 8
A change has been made to the text.
Response 11 |-l 9

Exchange is the preferred form of acquisition. See
General Response 6.

Response 11 [-20

The proposed Gila Box Area of Critical Environmental
Concern boundary includes that portion of the area
deserving special protection which lies outside the
boundaries of the Gila Box Riparian National Conser-
vation Area.



Response 111-21
See Response 11 |- 3.

Response 111-22

This item referring to actions under Alternative B is
consistent with an emphasis on greater protection. The
social and economic impacts associated with the
implementation of this alternative were not found to be
significant.

Response 11 [-23

The focus of the Resource Management Plan is to
consider acquisition of lands and to analyze the
impacts of acquiring lands that are ecologically impor-
tant to management of adjacent public lands without
regard to their availability.

Mixed land ownership does not preclude designation of
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern on public
lands. Management is possible through the develop-
ment of a cooperative management agreement signed
by all parties. (See General Response 6.)

Response 1lI-24

BLM procedures require an analysis of Wild and
Scenic Rivers in the Resource Management Plan

planning process. See Response 11 [-3 and Appendix
3 for additional information.

Response 111-25

The text has been modified.

Response 11 |-26

See Response 11 1-23.

Response 111-27

See Response 11 |- 1.

Response 11 [-28

The private land in Section 12, Township 5 South,
Range 29 East is limited to a small mineral patent.
This, along with numerous scattered parcels of public
lands, were not shown due to the small scale of the
Resource Management Plan map.

Response 112-|

See Response 102-l.

Response 112-2

Legal subdivisions were used in determining the
boundary of the area. In all cases the boundary
includes the Gila River corridor except where private
lands come near the river corridor. These boundaries
are also consistent with other designations pending for
the area.

Response 112-3

Classification has been reexamined in this Resource
Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact State-
ment.

Response 112-4
See Response 102-I.
Response 112-5
See Response 102-l.
Response 113-l

The draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement, page 16, in the section, “Manage-
ment Guidance Common to All Alternatives,” states
that the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan ‘will be
incorporated into all alternatives considered in this
plan.”

Response 113-2

Tortoise management issues were addressed through-
out the draft document. We refer you specifically to the
following:

a. Page 23, Alternative A, lIssue 1, Access. This
contains two approaches applicable to desert
tortoise  management. ltem 2 minimizes the impacts
of existing and proposed access; Iltem 5 addresses
road closures. Also, Objective 8E requires mitiga-
tion to reduce rights-of-way impacts.

b. Page 26, Table 2-I. This identifies Threatened and
Endangered species in the Swamp Springs-Hot
Springs Watershed Area of Critical Environmental
Concern as a value and proposes a management
prescription that would benefit the desert tortoise
present within the Area of Critical Environmental
Concern  boundary.

c. Page 29, Issue 3, Off-Highway Vehicles. This
stipulates that only one small area containing no
known desert tortoise habitat will be open to off
highway vehicles within the District. The remainder
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will be closed to off highway vehicles or limited to
existing roads and trails. By including Category IlI
habitat in an off highway vehicle restriction area, we
have exceeded Objective 9A of the Rangewide
Plan, which only discusses Categories | and I
habitat.

ct. Page 30, Management Concern 1, Wildlife Habitat.
This identifies the desert tortoise as a priority
species in item lIc. It recommends actions that
would benefit tortoise management in inventory,
habitat management, monitoring, habitat improve-
ment, prescribed fire, wildfire suppression, activity
plans, categorization and Areas of Critical Environ-
mental ~ Concerns.

e. Page 31, Management Concern 2, Lands and
Realty. This requires consideration of tortoise
habitat as a factor in land disposal evaluations and
as a reason for acquisition of lands. It is consistent
with Objective 8 of the Rangewide Plan.

f. Pages 135-1 36. This material describes the desert
tortoise  habitat requirements.

g. Pages 247-248. This Appendix contains specific

management objectives for the desert tortoise in the
Safford Resource Management Plan.

Response 113-3

The BLM planning manual requires that Resource
Management Plan resource management objectives
follow specific directions included in the “Supplemental
Program Guidance” (Manual 1620-1 622). The habitat-
related determinations in this Resource Management
Plan comply with the Supplemental Program Guid-
ance. By incorporating the Rangewide Plan into this
Resource Management Plan by reference, tortoise
objectives for the Resource Management Plan have
been clearly defined.

Response 113-4

Apparently there is a misunderstanding here on
inventory efforts. A search for potential habitat areas
began in 1987, and inventories were started in July
1988. Funds were allocated for about four work
months for desert tortoise inventory in 1988 and 1989.
Since these inventories are not completed we need to
continue the inventories to meet the the Resource
Management Plan’s 1992 deadline for categorization.

Response 113-5

The Safford District has met or is in the the process of
meeting all objectives set forth in the Desert Tortoise
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Management Plan. The Resource Management
Plan is not the appropriate document to display all of
the discrete actions to meet those objectives. See
Response 113-2 for some of the major issues which
relate to desert tortoise management. Also, see
General Response 6.

Response 113-6

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations for
implementing National Environmental Policy Act
require that a range of alternatives be considered.
The range of alternatives in this Resource Manage-
ment  Plan/Environmental Impact Statement provide
realistic options for multiple use management.

Response 113-7

The statement has been revised. BLM evaluates the
quality of wildlife habitat very carefully prior to any land
transaction being completed. If the land being ex-
changed has high-quality habitat, then the action would
probably not go forward. Low impacts would then
occur because only lower quality habitat is being
removed from BLM management. (See General
Response  6.)

Response 113-8

We regret the omission of the Desert Tortoise Council
from the list of individuals and organizations. The
Resource  Management Plan/Final  Environmental
Impact Statement has been corrected.

Response 113-9

Copies of this Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement were sent to all those
on our mailing list and will be sent to anyone else
requesting copies until stocks are exhausted.

Response 116-1

As stewards of the land, BLM is required to complete
an activity plan for the Aravaipa area. The plan wil
address the concerns of recreation use. A plan does
not increase recreation activity but sets an appropriate
framework for recreation to occur that does not affect
other sensitive resources. We have no plans to
increase the Aravaipa Canyon Wilderness visitor use
limit.

Response 117
The existing gate at Eagle Creek Bat Cave is currently

locked. Interpretive conservation messages will be
addressed within the Area of Critical Environmental



Concern management plan. Firearms prohibitions can
be initiated by BLM within the cave, but land ownership
by Phelps Dodge necessitates their agreement to
broaden firearm restrictions. (See Responses 76-1,
76-2 and 86-1 and General Response 6.)

Response 118-|

BLM is evaluating the need for a better gate, and your
offer of design assistance is appreciated. Conserva-
tion messages will be developed as part of an interpre-
tive plan for the cave.

Response 119-1

Acquisition of additional lands will only be pursued if
there is a willing seller. The need for a better gate at
Eagle Creek Bat Cave is being evaluated and will be
addressed in the Area of Critical Environmental
Concern plan. Educational messages will be devel-
oped as part of an overall interpretive program for the
Area of Critical Environmental Concern. (See General
Response  6.)

Response 120-

Refer to page 134 of Resource Management Plan/
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Response 124-1

Seasonal restrictions on off-highway vehicle use can
be established in areas such as Areas of Critical
Environmental Concerns where the values need to be
protected. However, closure of all riparian areas to off-
highway vehicles during nesting or breeding seasons
would not be reasonable since it could adversely
restrict other uses of public lands that would not disturb
nesting raptors. Restriction of vehicles to existing
roads will provide sufficient protection since nesting
raptors select sites with a tolerable level of disturb-
ances. Observations indicate that disturbance from
vehicles on established roads is much less than from
pedestrians who travel slower and will meander
towards interesting areas such as defended nests.

Response 125-1

The Resource Management Plan identifies the Black
Hills and Round Mountain Rockhound Areas as
needing some recreation planning and development.
A project plan will be prepared to determine the type
and amount of development at each rockhound area.
As part of the project plan preparation, we will consider
ripping (plowing) small portions of the rockhound
areas. The project plan will also include an environ-
mental document to determine the impacts of imple-
mentation. (See General Response 6.)

Response 125-2

This site has potential to be developed as a public
rockhound area. This location has been added to this
Resource  Management Plan/Final  Environmental
Impact Statement as an area needing some recreation
planning and development. A project plan and appro-
priate National Environmental Policy Act compliance
documents will be prepared prior to any development.
(See General Response 6.)

Response 127-1
See Response 5-1.
Response 129-1
See Response 124-1
Response 129-2
See General Response 4.
Response 130l

These access routes have been identified for future
negotiation of easements to allow access for the public
into the area. The district is also developing a trans-
portation plan which will identify all areas in need of
reasonable public access. (See General Response 6.)

Response 131l
See Response 5-1.
Response 132-1

The BLM Safford District has no authority to change
the Wilderness Act or BLM Wilderness Management
policy as regards the use of minimum tools. Specific
Wilderness management prescriptions are prepared for
designated Wilderness areas in compliance with the
Wilderness Act, BLM Wilderness policy and Arizona
BLM guidelines in Wilderness Management Plans.
Approval of these plans is subject to prior completion of
National Environmental Policy Act compliance docu-
mentation (see General Response 6.)

Response 132-2
See Response 20-.
Response 132-3
In the desert ecosystem that comprises most of the

Safford District, wildlife populations fluctuate widely
because of shifts in rainfall and vegetation. Our habitat



management objective is to reduce these population
fluctuations by providing supplemental resources such
as water sources and/or reduced livestock numbers
during droughts. BLM will support Arizona Game and
Fish Department proposals for increased hunting
opportunities (for game species) or support transplants
of Threatened and Endangered species when popula-
tions are very high. The optimum populations would
be based on the reproductive potential, longevity,
management objectives of each species and the
ecological conditions present in an area as well as the
role the species plays in an ecologically functional
community. It will be somewhere between the minimal
viable population and the carrying capacity of an area.
Optimum population has now been defined in the
Glossary.

Response 135-|

Roads in riparian areas will be examined to determine
if they can be moved to routes with less environmental
impact than they now present. Any action to remove or
close roads in riparian areas will be subject to the
completion of a National Environmental Policy Act
compliance document, and will be coordinated with
riparian objectives and the District Transportation Plan.

Response 135-2

Visual Resource Management Class | designations are
generally reserved for congressionally designated
areas such as wilderness areas or for Areas of Critical
Environmental Concerns where designation is based
solely on scenic values.

Response 135-3

See Response 124-1

Response 135-4

See General Response 4.

Response 135-5

Actions pertaining to the San Pedro Riparian National
Conservation Area are not addressed in this Resource

Management Plan. See page 15, Draft Resource
Management ~ Plan/Environmental  Impact ~ Statement.

Response 135-6
The values of wildlife resources are considered in all

land acquisition and disposal actions. All aspects of
habitat management are reviewed.
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Response 141-|
See Response 5-1.
Response 142-|
See Response 5-l.
Response 143-|
See Response 5-l.
Response 144-|
See General Response 2.
Response 144-2

See Appendix 6, pages 247-249, of the draft Resource
Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement.

Response 145-|

See Response 15-1.

Response 145-2

See General Response 4.

Response 145-3

See Response 135-1.

Response 145-4

See Response 135-2. Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern designations of any new land acquisitions can
only occur through preparation of an Resource Man-
agement Plan amendment and public review.
Response 145-5

See Response 135-6.

Response 145-6

Areas behind erosion control dams are routinely
fenced off and livestock excluded until revegetation is
accomplished. Livestock are then allowed to use the
area under a grazing system designed to protect the
revegetated  area.

Response 146-|

See Response 112-l.



Response 147-|

BLM policy is to manage livestock in riparian areas to
minimize impacts and to enhance these areas. All
Allotment Management Plans have or will have riparian
management objectives tailored to the needs of the
riparian area. The Safford District has also prepared a
riparian area management policy for the District. (See
General Response 6.)

Response 147-2

Planning will be detailed to this level in a subsequent
activity plan.

Response 147-3

See Response 147-2.
Response 1474

Tamarisk control is desirable and is presently occurring
in the Aravaipa Canyon area. Hand grubbing is the
only alternative available in the Aravaipa Canyon
Wilderness, and this method is satisfactory.
Reinfestation from sources outside the Wilderness
Area can be controlled by this manual method.

Response 148-|
See General Response 2.
Response 148-2
See Response 144-2.
Response 149-|

See Response 147-1. In addition, Tule Springs is not
on public lands.

Response 150-|

We prefer to allow natural revegetation to occur
wherever possible, but we will retain the option of
reintroducing native species where necessary. We
have included an option of removing non-native
vegetation (such as tamarisk or alianthus) from riparian
areas where practical. (Issue 4, ltem 9)

Response 150-2
See Response 112-l.
Response 150-3

Livestock grazing is prohibited within the San Pedro
Riparian National Conservation Area. Grazing on

other public lands are addressed in individual Allotment
Management Plans. You may want to also examine
the data and maps in the Safford District grazing
Environmental Impact Statements (Upper Gila-San
Simon, Eastern Arizona) and to look at the Range
Program Summary documents. Grazing also was
discussed on pages 139-140 in the draft Resource
Management  Plan/Environmental ~ Impact ~ Statement.

Response 150-4
This has been corrected.
Response 152-|
See Response 14-2.
Response 152-2

The land status map in the draft Resource Manage-
ment Plan/Environmental Impact Statement will not be
reprinted. New maps or revisions now show the
realignment of the San Carlos Indian Reservation and
Coronado National Forest boundary.

Response 152-3

Data indicates that access is needed across the
reservation for the use of the recreating public. The
BLM will work with the Tribe to resolve any concerns
and to reach mutually acceptable solutions.

Response 152-4

The draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement stated that the “San Carlos Tribe has
not expressed an interest in seeing the Gila River
designated a pan of the National Wild and Scenic
River System and in providing for its management’
(p. 244). At the time of activity-level planning each
specific proposal identified in the Resource Manage-
ment Plan will be addressed. The Tribe will be invited
to join in the planning effort at that time. BLM realizes
that these proposals may potentially affect tribal lands.
BLM also agrees issues of trespass will require
coordination and  cooperation.

Response 152-5

Managing cultural resources for public values, which
includes socio-cultural values of Native Americans and
other groups, is one of the three objectives specified
for cultural resources under all Resource Management
Plan alternatives. The proposed ethnographic studies
for Bonita Creek and Aravaipa Canyon under Alterna-
tives A, B, and C would provide for the identification

of traditional lifeway values. The identification of
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socio-cultural values described in Alternative D would
also provide for the identification of traditional lifeway
values.

Response 152-6

Aboriginal hunting rights of the San Carlos Apache
Tribe on public lands are not abrogated in any way by
the Resource Management Plan. Hunting of game
animals is an activity regulated by the Arizona Depart-
ment of Game and Fish, as is the taking of fish.
Gathering, except for firewood, is permitted subject to
state requirements regarding certain protected species.

Response 153-|

Only those portions of the Jackson Cabin Road which
are in need of immediate repair will be upgraded. It will
be retained as a 4x4 route.

Response 153-2

Turkey Creek has one pair of black hawks. The
typographical error has been corrected.

Response 153-3
See Response 76-2.
Response 153-4

Eagle Creek is almost entirely privately owned. Unless
significant land exchanges could be accomplished,

BLM will have little influence on the uses of the riparian
portion of the canyon, which is also the area of access.

Response 153-5
See Response 98-2.
Response 153-6

Correction to text has been made to alleviate any
confusion.

Response 153-7

After the Resource Management Plan is selected,
specific management plans and actions will be devel-
oped with appropriate National Environmental Policy
Act compliance documentation. A Resource Manage-
ment Plan Implementation Plan containing implemen-
tation priorities, a monitoring plan and mitigation
measures Wwill be developed after the Record of
Decision selecting the Resource Management Plan
is issued.
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Response 153-8

Allotment Management Plans do consider wildlife
needs. These two actions relate to special consider-
ations given priority species.

Response 153-9

The discussion on page 135 of the draft Resource
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact ~ Statement
has been revised to make it consistent with Chapter 2.

Response 153-1 0

Montezuma quail have specific habitat requirements
and a group of priority species requiring oak-wood-
lands habitat can be managed simultaneously. Scaled
quail and Gambel's quail have less specific habitat
requirements, so there is little overlap with other
species with similar management needs.

Response 153-1 1
The spelling error has been corrected.
Response 153-| 2

Selection of Alternative A or B would authorize the
planning and introduction of the Gould's turkey as
requested by the Arizona Game and Fish Department.
The introductions would take place in areas with high
densities of oak trees near riparian areas.

Response 153-1 3

Continued close coordination between the Forest
Service and BLM concerning prescribed fire should
alleviate any management conflicts between the

agencies.

Response 153-1 4

The definition of public lands appears in the Glossary
and is appropriate for lands administered by the BLM.

Response 153-15

Close coordination between BLM and the Forest
Service is a prerequisite to the successful manage-
ment of the Muleshoe Ranch or any other similar area.
BLM has not established a management goal for
“preservation” of this area but would manage for the
best uses consistent with resource values, should
additional private or state lands be acquired.



Response 153-1 6

The Arizona Trail and the Galiuro/Aravaipa/Santa
Teresa Trail are two separate entities. The Arizona
Trail does not cross the Safford District. The Galiuro/
Aravaipa/Santa Teresa Trail is only a proposal at this
time. The BLM will coordinate with the Forest Service
office in preparing any specific plans that would involve
the lands they administer.

Response 153-17

An intensive archaeological inventory of all lands in the
Safford District is not considered a reasonable action
because of the high costs that would be incurred in
surveying almost one and a half million acres of public
land. With regards to vandalism, the District has
conducted some field inventories to document damage
and acquire information on patterns of vandalism to
cultural properties. As funds become available, further
field inventories focusing on areas most affected by
vandals will be completed and the information added to
the existing data base.

Response 153-18

The Safford District has no intention of using predictive
modeling as a substitute for conducting on-the-ground
inventories. This is specifically prohibited in BLM

manual guidelines on cultural resource management.

The major usefulness of predictive modeling is in the
area of planning, especially regarding the budgeting
and evaluation work needed to assess a given area’s
cultural resource sensitivity. Models are very useful
for determining the funding and personnel needed
for conducting on-ground inventories, particularly
those involving large tracts of land. Budget figures
are calculated from the quantity and nature of the
resources predicted to occur. Without the use of such
models, large-scale inventories often run out of money
long before the work has actually been completed.

Predictive models are also useful for estimating the
cultural resource values of lands being considered for
either acquisition or disposal.

Response 153-1 9

Special attention has been directed to the documenta-
tion of rock art due to its extremely vulnerable nature.
Many of the known sites in the District are being
eroded due to natural forces, while others are often the
object of vandalism.

Revision of the existing District Rock Art Cultural
Resource Management Plan (the “research design”)

will simplify many of the documentation requirements
that have inhibited past rock art recording efforts within
the District. The revision is expected to represent a
modest expenditure for BLM.

Response 153-20

The District has an active volunteer program to assist
in collecting ethnographic and other types of oral
history information. We anticipate that adequate funds
will be obtained to facilitate research.

Response 154-

Opening of Virgus Canyon Road could increase
disturbance to wildlife on approximately 9,000 acres of
public lands. Rebuilding the road will make it acces-
sible to four wheel drive vehicles.

BLM is encouraged to provide legal access to large
blocks of public land where resource conflicts would be
minimal. Approval of a District Transportation Plan and
specific actions such as construction of the Virgus
Canyon Road is subject to the prior completion of
National Environmental Policy Act compliance docu-
mentation. See General Response 6.

Response 154-2

See General Response 2.
Response 154-3

Recreational use of the Hot Well Dunes area includes
hunting, off-road vehicle use, camping, bathing and
picnicking. BLM has placed several trash cans in the
area to help control litter from the users. BLM has not
yet established a campground facility.

The Resource Management Plan calls for designating
the Hot Well Dunes area as a Special Recreation
Management Area to manage current recreation
use. An activity plan will then be prepared before
designating the area as an open off road vehicle use
area and developing facilities. As part of this plan, a
complete cultural and paleontological inventory will be
conducted to determine impacts to the resources and
to provide mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce
the impacts. (See General Response 6.)

Response 154-4

Specific recovery plan details are not within BLM’s
responsibilities as they are prepared by the Fish and
Wildlife Service. BLM will follow the direction of the
recovery plans as they pertain to the District. This
direction is indicated on page 19 of the draft Resource



Management
Statement.

Plan/Draft  Environmental — impact

Recovery plan objectives of each Threatened and
Endangered wildlife species involved are reviewed
by BLM for coordination between agencies responsible

for the species and those agencies with habitat
responsibilities.

Response 154-5

See Response 5-l.

Response 154-6

Management objectives will be specific for each Area
of Critical Environmental Concern. Management plans
to meet those objectives will necessarily be specific
also. Livestock grazing is one of the uses that will
have to be evaluated to determine the effects of
grazing within a particular Area of Critical Environmen-
tal Concern. If the grazing will not compromise any
resource values being managed, then it may continue.
If the grazing cannot be managed successfully, then it
may be discontinued.

Response 155-|

The term “limited off-highway vehicle use” is defined on
page 281, Glossary in the draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. Use of

the existing road through Turkey Creek will not be
restricted by the Area of Critical Environmental
Concern.

Response 155-2

See Response 132-3.

Response 156-1

See General Response 2.

Response 156-2

See General Response 2.

Response 1563

BLM current policy and practice is to leave 60 percent
of the vegetation after grazing.

Response 156-4

The Upper-Gila San Simon Environmental Impact
Statement and Eastern Arizona Grazing Environmental
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Impact Statement state the standards by which grazing
impacts will be judged. The Record of Decision and/or
Rangeland Program Summary for the two Environmen-
tal Impact Statements give the categorization for each
allotment in the District and status of management. On
pages 1391 40 of the draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement is a complete
definiton of the three management categories.

Response 156-5

In the specific case of riparian vegetation, the “bench-
marks” are the few relict areas that have never, or
seldom ever been directly disturbed by human activi-
ties. Based upon the physical and biological factors
that resulted in these relict locations we have estab-
lished goals for the riparian areas being actively
managed. The ecological potential of each riparian
area may differ due to physical parameters and
therefore “good” condition vegetation may look and
function differently in individual areas.

For other plant communities we will use relict areas
(such as the Desert Grassland Area of Critical Environ-
mental Concern), historical accounts (ethnoecology),
scientific literature and/or the best professional judg-
ment to determine the ecological potential. In some
communities, such as the desert grasslands, we also
include the desired objectives of management since
the ecological climax is less stable hydrologically and
will support fewer livestock and less wildlife species
than when fires occasionally burn patches of brush and
grasses.

Response 156-6

The purpose of a Resource Management Plan is to
provide general management guidance (43 CFR
1601 .0-5 (K)(7)). Implementation priorities will be
defined when the Safford Resource Management Plan
is selected.

Budget considerations or estimates before the plan is
selected would be premature because of the general
nature of the Resource Management Plan process and
the subsequent activities involved in preparing specific
plans and associated National Environmental Policy
Act compliance documentation. Budget considerations
for the other BLM areas mentioned in the comment are
not relevant for this Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Detailed information
on the BLM budget process can be obtained from
personnel in the Safford District Off ice.

Response 156-7

See Response 5-l.



Response 156-8

Portions of Turtle Mountain and Day Mine Wilderness
Study Areas were evaluated for Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern consideration during the
development of the draft Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement. They did not meet
the basic Area of Critical Environmental Concern
criteria and were dropped from further Area of Critical
Environmental Concern study. (Table 3-6: Markham
Creek, Trujillo Canyon and Turtle Mountain.)

Evaluations of the three Wilderness Study Areas you
nominated did not meet basic Area of Critical Environ-
mental Concern criteria. The documentation for these
evaluations is now included in Appendix 2.

Response 156-9
Discussion included in Response 115-8.
Response 156-1 0
Discussion included in Response 156-8
Response 156-1 1

Discussion included in Response 156-8.
Response 156-12

BLM has tried to avoid overlapping designations of
land. Management prescriptions for the Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern will be included in the
management prescriptions of the Wilderness Manage-
ment Plan. (Also, see General Response 6.)

Response 156-1 3

This option will be considered when the management
plans are developed. If a single management plan
cannot be defined for the entire area, then the Area of
Critical Environmental Concern may have to be
divided.

Response 156-| 4

Eligibility and classification have been analyzed in the
Wild and Scenic River Study reports in identified in
Appendix 3. Clarifications have been made in this
Resource  Management Plan/Final ~ Environmental
Impact ~ Statement.

Response 156-1 5

The Hot Well Dunes area is designated as an open off-
road vehicle use area partly because it is near several

population centers. If, after National Environmental
Policy Act compliance documentation is completed, the
area is developed as an open off -road vehicle use
area, it will be clearly signed as such, and will be
closely monitored by BLM personnel. All other areas
will either be closed to off highway vehicle use or be
designated as limited to existing roads and trails.

Response 156-1 6

The Resource Management Plan presents reasonable
goals which could be achieved in the 15-year scope of
this plan. As you have indicated, influences beyond
our control could limit our success and therefore make
our 75 percent goal unobtainable.

Response 156-17
See Response 147-1
Response 156-1 8
See Response 147-1
Response 156-1 9

The Safford District Riparian Area Management Policy
indicates no need to exclude every riparian area from
livestock grazing to meet riparian area objectives.

BLM has actively engaged in meeting these objectives
through development of exclosures along Bonita Creek
and the Gila River and many smaller areas.
Exclosures are only one of many management tools for
improving riparian  vegetation.

Response 156-20
See Response 11 1-20.
Response 156-21

Data shows no appreciable harm has been done to
Aravaipa Creek by livestock grazing in the Aravaipa
watershed. Appropriate livestock management in the
northern portion of the Area of Critical Environmental
Concern will provide adequate protection to the
watershed  values.

Response 156-22

The area nominated for Research Natural Area
designation is included in the Proposed Action. The
other riparian areas you referenced were inventoried
but have not been nominated because they did not
qualify or because they are adequately protected by
other designations or legal requirements. Also see
Response  174-4.
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Response 156-23
See Response 100-8.
Response 156-24

Impacts of mining operations including release of any
toxic metals or chemicals must be considered in any
mining plan approval. Mitigating actions and stipula-
tions to eliminate or minimize impacts are defined on a
site-specific basis in accordance with the 43 CFR 3809
regulaton and the completion of National Environmen-
tal Policy Act compliance documentation. (See
General Response 6.)

Response 156-25

Under the 1872 Mining Law, as amended, mining of
locatable minerals is not discretionary with the BLM.
The 43 CFR 3809 regulations require the approval of
mining plans which include measures to mitigate
impacts.

Response 156-26
See General Response 5.

Response 156-27

Less than one-third of the original Rock Art Cultural
Resource Management Plan has been implemented
since its inception six years ago. Revisions to the plan
which  would simplify documentation requirements and
allow implementation at a more appropriate pace are
contemplated.

One of the primary reasons for developing a regional
research design is to help to identify the scientific
values of a region's cultural resources. Measurement
of scientific values would be extremely difficult without
a regional research design to tell us exactly what kind
of phenomenon constitutes a “scientific value.”

See Response 153-18.

Response 156-28

The need for a more effective gate at the Eagle Creek
Bat Cave is currently being evaluated. Since most of
the canyon bottom is owned by Phelps Dodge, access
and firearm restrictions are beyond the scope of this
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact
Statement. Educational messages are part of the cave
management that will be developed in the site-specific
plan. (See General Response 6.)
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Response 156-29
See Response 100-43.

Protection and enhancement of the watershed in the
Aravaipa area are concerns of BLM. Herbicides and

pesticides would only be used after stringent evalua-
tion and the development of National Environmental

Policy Act compliance documentation entailing public
participation. (See General Response 6.)

Response 159-|
See General Response 2.
Response 161-|

The BLM Safford District has nominated the 21 mile
long Old Safford-Clifton road as the Black Hills Back
Country Byway. Other areas could be nominated if
public support warrants. The Back Country Byways
program is not a function of the Transportation Plan.

Response 161-2

The Bureau and Arizona Game and Fish Department
agreements for wildlife water maintainance are valid
regardless of changes to special management desig-
nations. On several allotments, such as the Muleshoe
and Southrim, perennial springs and creeks are so
abundant that the loss of the few developed waters
would have little impact on wildlife. On other, less
watered allotments, the livestock waters are vital to
maintaining optimum  wildlife populations. BLM will
request aid from Arizona Game and Fish Department
and conservation organizations to help maintain
important water sources.

Response 162-|

See General Response 3. Actions proposed in
Alternative B may well be included in the Proposed
Plan. If determined necessary, BLM will negotiate
Memorandums of Understanding or Cooperative
Agreements with Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality or other parties for the bioassessments.

Response 162-2

Appendix 11, now Appendix 9, lists all the sites on the
Safford District where some water quality sampling has
occurred. The frequency of collection varied from a
one-time sample to a number of samples each year for
a number of years. The frequency depended on the
management objective. The number and type of water
quality measurements also varied according to objec-
tives



During the current fiscal year, data from seven peren-
nial streams are being collected, five of them two or
more times. The BLM consulted with Arizona Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality on the design of the
monitoring program. All water quality data will be
entered in STORET at the earliest possible time.

Response 162-3

None of the parcels of land identified for disposal or
exchange in Appendix 7, now Appendix 5, are located
adjacent to or straddle any major waters of the United
States.

Response 162-4

BLM will continue to be flexible in updating Allotment
Management Plans and protecting the resources.
Monitoring and inventorying soil erosion, riparian
habitat and water quality will continue. The results of
the inventories and monitoring will provide BLM with
information to make the necessary revisions in any
type of management.

Response 162-5
See General Response 2.
Response 162-6
See General Response 2.
Response 162-7
See General Response 2.

Response 162-8

See Response 15-1
Response 162-9

The San Simon floodplain is managed by a variety of
methods, all of which are designed and working to
improve the riparian habitat. Behind the Barrier
detention dam, livestock are excluded from a 300-acre
area to provide protection while vegetation recovers.
Above the San Simon Fan structure, livestock are on a
rotational grazing system providing periodic rest from
livestock grazing. Farther above the Fan structure, in
the Contest Well seeding, caftle are on a seasonal
system, grazing during the winter months only.

Response 162-1 0

See Response 156-19. The public lands in the pro-
posed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern have

retained their important resource qualities under
management systems that will be continued or
improved to enhance riparian, water quality, soil
stability, vegetation and wildlife resources.

Response 162-1 1

The causes of soil erosion have been documented
over the years and are well understood. They include
historic overgrazing, roads, drought followed by heavy
rains, soil types that are easily eroded and improper
agricultural methods creating head cutting. What
remains is a long, laborious process of recovery. The
recovery process requires good livestock manage-
ment, restoration of stream gradients, and vegetation
manipulation  where  appropriate.

Response 162-| 2

The livestock management practices for the allotments
on Bear Springs Flat were implemented in the early
1980s. Monitoring indicates that our soil erosion
objectives are being met under current management
and use.

Response 162- 3

Standards for unacceptable erosion in the Hot Well
Dunes Area have not been established.

Response 162-| 4

Maps showing erosion susceptibility are in the “San
Simon Soil Survey” and erosion condition maps can be
examined at the District Off ice. Production of maps at
the scale required to show erosion condition on a small
area in the planning area is not considered feasible.

Response 162-1 5

When vegetation manipulations are proposed on a
specific area, National Environmental Policy Act
compliance documentation will be completed on a
project with site-specific objectives, designation of
target species, evaluation of impacts and prescription
for future management.

Response 162-1 6

See Response 162- 5.
Response 162-17

See General Response 4.



Response 162-1 8

Appendix 9 lists only those sites where samples
were collected or testing was performed to determine
the quality of the water. For an in-depth explanation,
please refer to the Water Resources section in
Chapter 3, subheading Water Quality (draft Resource
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement,
p. 129). A number of sites were sampled in the late
1970s; most sampling occurred by the mid-l 980s.
The criteria for water quality sampling or testing were
basically concern for public health, management
concerns or objectives and Unique Waters program.

Water quality monitoring of the Gila River has been
conducted by several agencies including the Fish and
Wildlife Service, Geological Survey and Arizona
Department of Health Services. Water quality mon-
itoring of the Gila River is not currently a management
objective. BLM has constructed fencing adjacent to
the Gila Box to reduce the effect of livestock on the
area.

Guadalupe Canyon lands were acquired from the state
in a land exchange in 1988. BLM is bound by agree-
ments between the ranchers and the state for the term
of the permits.

Response 162-1 9

Only significant benefits and impacts are considered in
the draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement. There may be significant benefits to
riparian vegetation and to wildlife habitat, but not within
the 15-year plan. Water quality will improve, but not to
a significant degree.

Response 162-20

The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 included
12,711 acres in the Aravaipa Canyon and 6,600 acres
in the Redfield Canyon (Galiuro) Wilderness areas.

Response 162-21
See Response 112-l.
Response 162-22

BLM has specific restrictions for rights-of-way involving
corridors and communication sites and for rights-of-
way outside designated corridors (43 CFR 2806 and
2600). National Environmental Policy Act compliance
and specific site requirements can determine side-
boards. These are considered when determining
terms and conditions for rights-of-way, which can vary
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considerably depending on requests and site-specific
requirements.

Response 162-23

Providing corridors one-mile wide is a common prac-
tice where feasible. The purpose is to reduce over-
crowding and interference problems. The corridor
width for the San Pedro Riparian National Conserva-
tion Area was restricted to a 660 foot width because of
the environmentally sensitive riparian area.

The proposed corridors currently have major existing
right-of-way facilities. Section 503 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 states that
“...existing corridors may be designated without further
review.” Designation of these areas as corridors would
also support the Western Utilities Groups’ corridor
recommendation  study.

Any future right-of-way grants within these proposed
corridors  will depend on case-by-case environmental
assessments.

Because of scattered public land patterns and avoid-
ance areas within portions of the Safford District, the
usefulness of corridor designations in some areas is
limited. Although Resource Management Plan Map 27
depicts the proposed corridors as crossing public,
private and state lands, we only have jurisdiction over
the public lands. Any future corridor user/applicant will
need to work with other landowners to secure the
necessary easements where the proposed corridor
would cross their lands.

Response 162-24

BLM is required to inquire and conduct on-the-ground
examinations for evidence of contamination and
presence of hazardous materials in conjunction with
other required inspections on all properties to be
acquired. If the presence of hazardous materials is
suspected, the case will immediately be referred to the
State Director for further investigation and guidance.
All acquisitions require a statement from the land
owner that the non-federal lands are free of hazardous
materials.

Response 162-25

Because they involve regrading existing road surfaces
and removing obstructions, the proposed road recon-
struction projects are not expected to cause significant
impacts. Therefore, they were not discussed.



Response 162-26

Rehabilitation measures for eroded areas where roads

will be closed will be determined at the time of closure.

Although not at a level appropriate for Resource
Management Plan consideration, these measures
will range from simply road closings and allowing
natural revegetation to occur, to ripping and reseeding
roadbeds.

Response 162-27

Data indicates that a limited designation will provide
adequate protection to riparian areas. We re-
coghize enforcing restrictions are a problem given
the extensive area we manage. However, the
problem still exists whether enforcing a limited or
closed  designation.

Response 162-28

The Resource Management Plan calls for designating
the Hot Well Dunes area as a Special Recreation
Management Area. A Recreation Area Management
Plan will then be prepared before development as an
open off-road vehicle use area. This plan will include
an inventory of vegetation and wildlife species, as well
as a plan for monitoring the effects on resources. The
associated National Environmental Policy Act compli-
ance documentation will determine impacts to air
quality, water quality, soils, vegetation, wildlife, cultural
and paleontological resources. Mitigation measures
will be identified and implemented to reduce the
impacts.

Response 162-29

Data indicates these impacts are minimal with no
significant adverse effects to these resources.

Response 162-30

See General Response 5. Salable minerals such as
sand and gravel are discretionary actions with BLM
and require case by case evaluations and National
Environmental Policy Act compliance documentation.
(See General Response 6.)

Response 162-31

See General Response 5. Requirement of an ap-

proved mining plan under 43 CFR 3809 regulations
would provide adequate protection. (See Response
162-30.)

Response 162-32

Cumulative impacts are discussed in the Environmen-
tal Consequences section of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement. Future minerals actions are either
discretionary or require a mining plan or mining notice
(43 CFR 3809) developed for a particular action.
Environmental assessments will be completed

and mitigations identified for each mining plan to
address the effects of a particular action. (See General
Response 5.)

Response 162-33

Stipulations are developed for mining activities in
accordance with the mining laws and regulations. The
stipulations are specific to each mining plan.

Response 162-34

A section has been included in Chapter 4 Environmen-
tal Consequences to address this issue.

Response 162-35

The Environmental Protection Agency will be included
in the list of agencies to be notified when these activity
level documents are developed.

Response 163-l

Decisions made in the San Pedro River Riparian
Management Plan have been incorporated by refer-
ence into this document and are not subject to further
review.

Response 163-2

Reconstruction of any roads will be subject to comple-
tion of National Environmental Policy Act compliance
documents. (See General Response 6.)
Response 163-3

See Response 156- 9.

Response 163-4

See Response 156- 9.

Response 163-5

The prescription for management of the Desert Grass-
lands now includes the exclusion of livestock grazing.
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Response 163-6

Preparation of an existing roads and trails map will be
part of the District Transportation Plan being devel-
oped. It will not be available for distribution with this
final  Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact ~ Statement.

Response 163-7

BLM will work to accomplish the actions you have
identified as rapidly as possible because they are basic
to any management plan. The actions, through Item 5,
described in the draft Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement are sequentially
presented. Results achieved through implementation
of these actions are often a slow process in the desert
environment.

Response 163-8

We have received a number of recommendations
supporting this proposal and have added them to our
proposed acquisitions. Refer to Map 27 for locations of
proposed land acquisition areas.

Response 163-9

Seeding is not planned in vegetation treatment areas.
If seeding is done, native species would be utilized,
consistent with Executive Order 11987 which prohibits
release of most exotic species.

Response 163-10

A listing of sensitive species will not be included in the
appendix due to its length and recent taxonomic
changes. The Arizona Natural Heritage Program
maintains a list of sensitive species in the state.

Response 163-1 1

Detailed monitoring plans will be included in the
Implementation Plan and in the activity plans as they
are developed.

Response 164-|

The lack of good access to Turtle Mountain has been
and continues to be a hindrance to managing of the
allotment. A road proposal could be evaluated in the
District Transportation Plan and considered after
completion of site-specific National Environmental
Policy Act compliance documents.
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Response 165-|

The Area of Critical Environmental Concern boundary
does include this portion of Turkey Creek. There
have been some changes to the prescription in this
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact
Statement. (Also see Response 156-1 9.)

Response 165-2

Equestrian use of the tablelands has been and will
continue to be an acceptable use of the area. Trails,
corrals and other facilities will be addressed later in a
more specific activity plan.

Response 166-I

Livestock grazing issues were addressed in the Upper
Gila-San Simon and Eastern Arizona Grazing Environ-
mental Impact Statements. Grazing is not an issue in
this document. (See General Response 2.

Response 166-2

Areas of Critical Environmental Concerns are valid
multiple-use  management designations. Their identi-
fication and designation is given priority in the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (Sec. 201
(a)).

Response 166-3.
See Response 11 [-23.
Response 166-4

Resource monitoring will be a function of the activity
plans which will implement many of the decisions of
the Resource Management Plan. Soils inventories
have been completed for much of the District as well
as plant community inventories using Brown, Lowe and
Pase. Habitat Management Plans have been devel-
oped, but are scheduled for revision to conform to
more natural boundaries. The Habitat Management
Plans include monitoring activities. The Allotment
Management Plans developed for the livestock grazing
program also stipulate monitoring.

Response 166-5

BLM is responsible for managing wildlife habitat.
Wildlife populations and their management are the
responsibilities of the Arizona Game and Fish Depart-
ment. BLM provides input into the Arizona Game and
Fish Department process to determine population
levels.



BLM has not relinquished authority to manage forage
resources on the Safford District. Arizona Game and
Fish Department Strategic Plans and BLM Allotment
Management Plans are given consideration in the
planning process. Allocation of the forage resource is
the result of decisions made through various planning
alternatives.

Multiple use implies competing resources cannot be
maximized on the same acre at the same time. The
Bureau's responsibility is to ensure that a proper
balance in the allocation of the forage resource is
accomplished so that the basic resource, the vegeta-
tion, is not sacrificed.

Response 166-6

Appendix 6, now Appendix 4, discusses various wildlife
habitat types for priority species. Vegetation in the
draft Resource Management  Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement, (P.144) refers to the riparian type
vegetation as important to livestock.

Response 166-7

No reference to the effects of grazing on desert tortoise
is given in Appendix 4.

Response 166-8

Bighorn sheep were first observed in the Gila Box by a
member of Coronado’s expedition in 1540. In 1825, an
early explorer, James Ohio Pattie noted “multitudes of
mountain sheep” in the same area. The reoccurence
of sheep in the area was reported in 1979 by Kenyon
Udall, an area rancher. The rapid increase in numbers
since then indicates the livestock grazing practices
were compatible with the bighorn habitat needs.

Response 166-9

Wildlife populations are usually regulated by

climatic factors such as rainfall. Occasionally density-
dependent factors like disease become important.
Documented examples of predators limiting prey
populations exist but are special cases and should not
form the basis for wildlife management policy. There
are provisions within agreements between Arizona
Game and Fish Department, BLM and Arizona Plant
Health Inspection Service that could allow predator
control to protect mule deer, but they have never been
used in the Safford District. Deer numbers appear to
closely follow the rainfall amounts consistent with
Arizona Game and Fish Department research results.

Response 166-10

Wildlife populations are the responsibility of the Arizona
Game and Fish Department. The BLM responsibility
and role is to ensure adequate habitat to meet the
needs of all wildlife species.

Response 167-I

BLM is currently taking action to open access to the
public lands at this location.

Response 168-I

Livestock grazing is one of the recognized multiple
uses of public land listed in the Taylor Grazing Act, and
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976.
Regulation of grazing fees are not within the scope of
this  document.

Response 169-|
See Response 5-1.
Response 170l

The lands you describe are included in Alternative B.
The BLM planning process and the National Environ-
mental Policy Act enable the decisionmaker to select
from any of the alternatives when making a decision.
The Preferred Alternative of the draft document is an
option, not a decision and while it usually represents a
middle ground of land use options, the Proposed
Resource Management Plan may contain portions
from any of the alternatives evaluated.

Response 171l

Right-of-way avoidance does not mean exclusion. The
approval of an application for a second pipeline is
subject to the prior completion of National Environmen-
tal Policy Act compliance documents. (See General
Response  6.)

Response 171-2

The proposed Bowie Mountain Scenic Area of Critical
Environmental Concern will be designated as an
avoidance area. This will minimize or eliminate
conflicts with sensitive areas, but will not necessarily
prohibit authorizations of rights-of-way. The text of the
Resource Management Plan has been changed
accordingly.

Response 171-3

Your comments are noted.



Response 172-

The 1988 Aravaipa Canyon Wilderness Management
Plan is included in the list of references (draft Resource
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact ~ Statement,
p. 285) and is referred to other times in the text.

Response 172-2

The Muleshoe Ranch Area of Critical Environmental
Concern boundary has been revised.

Response 172-3
See General Response 5.
Response 172-4

Vehicle use in Turkey Creek has not significantly
affected the resources in the riparian area. The
potential for impacts to the area will be addressed in
a site-specific activity plan through the development
of National Environmental Policy Act compliance
documents (See General Response 6). Significant
increases in visitor use or indiscriminant activity are
not anticipated. The nature of the terrain in 95 percent
of the area curtails off-road travel. Rebuilding of
Ditmars Road has been deleted from Alternative A.

Response 172-5

Removal of exotic fish from streams to protect endan-
gered native fish is an activity-level action of habitat

maintenance and improvement. Actions identified in
the wildiife portion of the Resource Management Plan
would support this potential activity.

Response 172-6

A basic assumption in the analysis of anticipated
impacts (including increased demand for recreation) is
that “Funding and personnel would be available to fully
implement any alternative” (draft Resource Manage-
ment Plan/Environmental Impact Statement, p. 159).

Response 172-7

Erosion was addressed districtwide in the Management
Situation Analysis developed as part of the planning
process. Small areas may have erosion problems and
will be dealt with in specific activity plans. The areas
needing the most attention are noted in the Resource
Management  Plan.

Response 172-8

The Aravaipa Canyon Wilderness Management Plan is
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included in the Gila Resource Area Management
Situation Analysis, which is incorporated into this
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact
Statement.

Response 172-9

Existing cooperative agreements are maintained in the
District Office and are can be reviewed at the District
Office. Listing these agreements without including the
contents would be of limited value. In addition, the list
would need continual revisions as new agreements are
developed and others expire.

Response 172-1 0

An implementation plan with priorities will be prepared
following issuance of the Record of Decision for the
Resource Management Plan. Until the specific Re-
source Management Plan has been selected, we
cannot be certain of specific Resource Management
Plan actions.

Response 172-1 1

See Response 156-5.
Response 172-| 2

If soil erosion problem areas are noted during routine
field work or through other monitoring activities, they
will be addressed.

Response 172-| 3

The roads identified in the Resource Management Plan
are necessary for public and administrative access.
The District Transportation Plan involves a complete
road inventory, road classification, road numbering and
identification, and a final determination of need. A final
District Transportation Plan is not necessary to identify
individual road needs.

Response 172-14

The proposed Area of Critical Environmental Concern
management prescription will be incorporated into the
Wilderness Management Plan to the extent that the
prescriptions are consistent with the Wilderness Act.

Response 172-1 5

An action item has been added to the Riparian section

in Chapter 2, Management Guidance Common to All
Alternatives.



Response 172-1 6

There is no Aravaipa Canyon Watershed Area of
Critical Environmental Concern in the Preferred
Alternative of the Resource Management Plan. Your
point is well taken with respect to Alternative B in which
the Aravaipa Canyon Watershed Area of Critical
Environmental Concern did not provide for right-of-way

avoidance. The topography of this Area of Critical
Environmental Concern as well as others in the vicinity
precludes most right-of-way needs. Alternative routes
are more efficient and cost effective. We have in-
cluded this prescription in the alternative.

Response 172-17

The proposed Special Recreation Management Area
boundary includes Turkey Creek.

Response 172-18

This site has been subjected to two unauthorized
releases of native and exotic fishes. Appropriate Fish
and Wildlife Service Section 7 consultation has already
been initiated to resolve the problems at Watson Wash
because of the seriousness of the situation.

Response 172-1 9
See Response 162-31.
Response 172-20
See Response 100-33.
Response 172-21
See Response 100-39.
Response 172-22
These species have been identified in Table 2-3.
Response 172-23
BLM has identified the Muleshoe pipeline road

for access to that particular area for administrative
purposes.

Response 172-24

All actions of this nature would be subject to National
Environmental Policy Act compliance procedures.
(See General Response 6.)

Response 172-25

See Response 100-43. Lilaeopsis shaffneriana var.
recurva has not been documented as occurring on
public lands within the District.

Response 172-26

The referenced discussion is from the wilderness
suitability report. With the passage of the Arizona
Desert Wilderness Act of 1990, references to the
suitability report have been deleted from this Final
Environmental  Impact ~ Statement.

Response 172-27

The authority for designation of Wild and Scenic Rivers
hasheenchanged.

Response 172-28
See Responses 156-5 and 172-5.
Response 173-

The discussion of management objectives for Priority
Species/Habitats has been changed to reflect the
management goals of the current strategic plan.

Response 173-2

Those lands in the lower San Pedro River corridor that
possess significant riparian wildlife potential have been
identified in this Safford District Resource Management
Plan/Final  Environmental Impact Statement.

Response 174-|

See Response 167-l. If this problem is not resolved
before printing of this document, this area will be added
to the list for acquisition of public access.

Response 174-2
Changes have been made to reflect these dates.
Response 174-3

The Dry Spring Area of Critical Environmental Concern
has been included as part of the Needles Eye Wilder-
ness Area through the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act.

Response 1744

See Response 174-3. Appropriate Area of Critical
Environmental Concern prescriptions will be carried
forward to the Wilderness Management Plan, but dual

status will not be sought.
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Response 174-5

The lands you reference are identified in Alternative B
and are now also part of the Preferred Alternative. The
original boundary described in the draft was based on
an existing fenceline.

Response 174-6

When Allotment Management Plans are developed,
wildlife habitat input is obtained and incorporated into

the plan, regardless of the status of species or habitats
within the allotment.

Response 174-7

Corrections have been made to text.
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Response 174-8

See Response 173-2.
Response 174-9

These lands have been identified for acquisition.
However, they are low in the District's acquisition
priorities because of limited access caused by land
ownership patterns. In addition, lands with riparian
values and Threatened and Endangered species have
higher priories for acquisition. Access acquisition is
identified in Appendix 1.





